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introduction

Family is one of the deepest and most abidi lg of human needs. Few things matter more to
most of us than the well-being of our familie,.. Collectively, families remain the foundation of
society whatever the age, whatever the changes with which they must contend.

Profiling Canada's Families identifies significant trends and forces affecting Canada's

families and the changes they are undergoing. Through a process of asking questions about
what family is: how, where and with whom Canadians live; how they get by; and what it
vtually feels like to live in Canadian families, The Vanier Institute of the Family goes beyond
the raw numbers to examine more closely the textures of Canadian family life as it is lived
today. In the course of this examination, the Institute has uncovered some remarkable facts
and disposed of a number of persistent misconceptions.

This book examines the details of Canadian family life by presenting charts and graphs
coupled with written explications of the numbers and trends. Many of the research findings
presented here have been previously unavailable. It then looks more closely at the numbers,
asking the questinn: "And so what?" What do these numbers and data mean to our families,
our communities, our work places and our governments?

In this, the International Year of the Family 1994, it is appropriate that people be able to
ask good questions and apply a well-grounded perspective to the task of answering them. It
is the hope of The Vanier Institute of the Family that this book will stimulate thoughtful,

informed discussion and debate throughout 1994 and well beyond.

r
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So what is a family, anyway?

The things families do
Families and their members generate a lot of activity. They serve one another and themselves.

They earn, purchase and consume. They save and spend, care and nurture, borrow, share and

give. Here are some glimpses of family members as they fulfill some of the basic functions of

families.

Physical maintenance and care of family members
A tired lone mother spending a sleepless night with a sick baby who can't

quite fall asleep
A teenage boy going to the store for Uncle Arnold, who fell off the po :h and sprained

his ankle
Father and daughter putting up storm windows and then taking half of them down and

washing them again because they are smudged
A young father learning to iron shirts properly and clean behind toilets

Addition of new members
Nervous, expectant parents attending birthing classes
Couples with infertility mastering the fine points of basal thermometers
A childless couple waiting at the airport for the arrival of an adoptive baby from abroad

Sodalization of ddldren
Two parents puzzling over the latest math teaching technique with their ten-year old

A father and mother taking turns getting up at 5 a.m, to take their son to

hockey practice
A I4-year old going with his folks to visit his grandparents on Sunday when he'd really

rather be skateboarding

Social control of members
A young girl apologizing under parental orders to the neighbours for

breaking a window
A teenager bringing her boyfriend home to meet the folks for the first time

Three adult siblings worrying over coffee about the woman their elderly father

plans to marry

Production, consumption and distribution of goods and services
A young father putting in a day on the production line
A 45-year old single mother working as a teller at the local bank

A family of five burdened with bags of groceries, clothes and hardware forgetting where

thcir car is parked at the shopping mall
An elderly couple welcoming the working mother delivering meals-on-wheels

Love and affective nurturance
Two new parents spending an entire day gazing at their newborn and leaving the

phone unplugged
Middle-aged newlyweds spending an entire day in bed and leaving

the phone unplugged
A teacher calling in sick so she can take the day off to spend with her dying mother

and leaving the phone unplugged



Why family definitions matter
For most people, the word "family" means precisely the kind of family that they, themselves,
grew up in.

For many, that family consisted of a husband who worked outside the home, a
homemaker wik, and children. This family unit is sometimes called the "traditional" family.
Most older adults in Canada grew up in families like this, which may explain why so many
opinion leaders, most of whom are older adults, refer to it as traditional.

This family structure, however, was a fairly recent development, and it never was

universal. Many Canadian adults did not grow up in such ramifies. Twenty, forty, or sixty
years ago, there were many Canadians growing up with two parents that worked, or with
only one parent, or with step-parents and step-siblings. Today, two-parent, one-earner
families are in the minority. So when it comes to the traditional family, tradition is a matter
of perspective.

How we define family can have far-reaching implications. It affects such matters as
government planning, employers' personnel policies, pension plans, the procedures of
schools and other public institutions, and, of course, relationships within families. Who is
considered a dependent for tax purposes? Who is allowed to visit a dying patient in a
hospital? Into whose care is a school allowed to deliver a student who must be sent home on
account of illness? Who belongs to "our" family: the live-in lover? the step-child? the former
in-laws or grandparents? Confusion over the definition of family can lead to tension,
controversy and unhappiness.

Family living also means different things to different people. Families are amazingly
diverse. Life experiences vary greatly for individuals, depending on cultural traditions,
heritage and family types. These different family types arc distinguished from one another by
both their structures and by how they function.

Sometimes family is defined by reference to a marriage, sometimes by reference to

biological relatedness of individuals. Sometimes it depends on whether individuals live under
the same roof. For other purposes, family seems to be defined on the basis of relationships of
dependency or inter-dependency. Some definitions include only family units that have or
have had children.

Each of these definitions serves a specific purpose or reflects a particular interest in one
aspect of family life. For example, the Province of Quebec has a definition that is consistent
with the compelling interests of the government in protecting the rights and interests of
children. To the extent that its definition emphasizes the parent-child relationship, it is also
consistent with the prmince's interest in ensuring the reproduction of its distinct language
and culture. It may leave out, however, the interests of childless couples, both married and
common-law, and their kinship networks or extended families.

The definition used by statisticians and demographers may be useful for counting the
number of people who live together in a household and arc related in some way. It cannot do
justice, however, to the family commitments of individuals not living together.

When the term "family" appears in the statistical profiles in this book, it refers to the
Statistics Canada definition of family. This defines family as a currently-married or
common-law couple with or without never-married children, or a single parent with
never-married children, in the same dwelling. In other words, for Statistics Canada, family
is people living under the same roof who arc either a couple, a couple with children who have
never married, or a single parent and one or more children who have never married.
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This definition may be adequate for counting households, but it is both limited and
limiting in that it does not reflect the familial relationships of a diverse collection of familial

groups such as:
adult siblings who live together
divorced or widowed people who live with their parents
related persons who do not live under the same roof but support one another
people who may not be immediate relations but who do live under the same roof.

)efinitions of family are important because they ca, Tye either as an appropriate or

misleading basis for public policies and other attempts to support families. We need a notion
of family that accurately reflects the real experiences of individuals and the intimate
relationships that they establish and attempt to sustain over time. Our definition of family
must also acknowledge how families evolve and change.

It would be far easier for all of us if we could simply say "OK, this is what a family is, they

all look like this." Every time we wanted to support families, we would only have to say that

this policy or this program or this therapeutic intervention has this kind of effect on families.
But that would ignore the different needs of mother-led families, father-led families,
common-law couples with and without children, married couples without children, "blended
famifies," and so on. We can't do that. Defining family is all the more difficult because we're
dealing with a number of populations - cultural, ethnic, linguistic, regional - not simply one.
This diversity is acknowledged by Margrit Eichler in what she offers as a realistic, even if not

very useful or satisfying, definition of the family:

A family is a social group that may or may not include adults of both sexes (e.g. lone-
parent families), may or may not include one or more children (e.g. childless couples),
who may or may not have been born i» their wedlock (e.g. adopted children, or children
by one adult partner of a previous union). The relationship of the adults may or may not

have its origin in marriage (e.g. common-law couples), they may or may not share a

common residence (e.g. commuting couples). The adults may or may not cohabit

sexually, and the relationship may c may not involve such socially patterned feelings as

love, attraction, piety, and awe.'

To arrive at a definition, we need to be sensitive to and in touch with family life as

Canadians live it. This is a very different view from simply trying to promote any one

idealized image of fan..I'

If we are to arrive at a family definition that is relevant, we must do two things. The first

is to acknowledge that there are a lot of di&rent types of families out there. Second, we must

look at the social environment within which people live. If we are going to understand how

people can actually maintain and sustain their family commitments, we must assess the

broader patterns of social, political, economic, technological and cultural change within

which they, as individuals and family members, are embedded.

More concretely, how we define family is crucial because the definitions will entitle

certain famiiy members to various kinds of benefits while denying them to others. This is

especially true when it comes to the distribution of property when marital relationships break

down, and where questions arise about the exercise of responsibilities over the children of

former spouses. These definitions matter a lot when a government introduces tax policies

that affect single-earner families differently from dual-earner, or married couples differently

from cohabiting couples.
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There was a timc when marriage was the key criterion to designate whether groups of
people were or were not families. In recent years there has been a marked increase in the

number of common-law or cohabiting relationships. This lifestyle was frowned upon twenty
or thirty years ago, but it enjoys wider acceptance today. Currently there are many people
living as family that are not married. Should they not be acknowledged and respected as
family members?

Another concrete example is the tendency of commentators to look at how new
government budgets or other programs affect "the average family." If the family is defined as
the "traditional" family of the 1950s, we will have inaccurate information about how
budgetary provisions affect other kinds of families. Recently, analysts have become a little

more astute. Some newspaper accounts, for example, compare the effects of new government
programs on single-parent and two-parent families. Still, there's not a lot of sophistication
about how, for instance, a budget will affect a single wage-earning family differently from a
dual wage-earning family.

On the legal front, there are challenges being made by various people who feel that they
have been denied rights and benefits accorded to other families simply because they are not
married. There are disputes within law as to what constitutes a spouse as, for example, in the
case of same-sex couples who have sought to be recognized as families. Although there have
been various legal challenges to date, this area of law remains very grey.

The conclusion is that in a lot of public policy analysis there is an implicit image or
definition of the family. If that image is limited or has only one kind of family in mind, it is
likely to he discriminatory. It can have the effect of entitling certain people and certain family
members to various kinds of benefits while denying them to others.

Exceptions have become the rule
Some argue that society should not make legal exceptions. They say that we shouldn't call
people family if they knowingly choose to live in non-traditional relationships that aren't
legally certified. "That's their business," say those who hold this view, "and they should
accept thc consequences." This view, however, overlooks many realities of family life today.

For example, a woman may get married with all the expectations of a lifelong
commitment. Then a separation or divorce dramatically changes her circumstances. Should
her future or the future of her children be put in jeopardy because her family unit no longer
corresponds to certain definitions now that she heads a single-parent family? Her single-
parent family needs to be acknowledged and supported even if it departs from what people in
the past have said was a family or even from her own original aspirations.

Marriage is not the same as family. A marriage can be dissolved quite readily, hut the
obligations that family entails cannot be dissolved. And therefore, like it or not, families are

forever.

Two individuals may decide to have a non-traditional relationship. Their decision does
not really affect anyone else and it may be acceptable socially. It gets more complicated,

however, if there are children involved. The state has a compelling interest in the needs of

those children. With children on hand, it may be necessary or useful to treat those
individuals in the same way that the state would treat two married individuals. In making
policies that affect families, the needs of children are of central concern.

Sharing money, income and the resources that family members purchase or produce is
one of the most important aspects of family life. In a marriage, economic benefits such as
income, services and products are provided by each partner and also received by each partner

by virtue of their relationship. This economic interdependence is disrupted when a marriage
breaks up, along with the break-up of joint residence, sharing of assets, and so on.
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The dependence of some family members on others, however, does not end so cleanly.

Nor do other familial relationships, commitments and obligations. Therefore, it is in the

interests of both the individuals whose lives will remain intertwined, and in the interests of

the state, that particular member:, of the family be protected. This is especially so in the case

of women, children and other potentially vulnerable faMily members.
What if an unemployed adult moves in with her elderly mother and the mother's second

husband in order to assist them with their daily living needs? This grouping would not fall

into many traditional definitions of family, yet they certainly fulfill many of the functions

that families have always fulfilled - nurturing, mutual support, companionship and love.

We very often tend to think of families as groups of people who live under the same roof.

Yet family commitments extend beyond the front door. They extend to other generations and

to other kin within the community. They may extend, for example, to former spouses and

children that were the progeny of a relationship that is now ended. TherefOre it's important

n we're talking about family not simply to stop at that front door but to acknowledge

that there are many people who may be, in strict statistical terms, living alone, but who are,

in fact, carrying family responsibilities for children who no longer live with them. SimihIrly

there are people who carry family responsibilities, either physical, economic, or

psychological, for aging relatives who may be living on their own or in institutions.

The extended family living i a single household such as might have been found in a rural

community of the last century has given way to the smaller households typical of a modern

urban society (See diagram on p. 8). Family does not come to an end when children leave

home and establish their own households. Siblings may continue to support one another.

Grandparents are often quite important in the lives of their grandchildren, although fewer

live in the same household with them as they might have on yesterday's rural homestead.

Others, such as divorced spouses and former in-laws may be important family members

despite remote physical location.

So, we have muLh the same group of people in today's mobile, changing families as in

yesterday's more stable ones. Their roles and relationships are nearly identical. They are

merely living in separate households now. To respond to all the realities of today's family

relationships, we need definitions of family that include those non-household relationships.
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Households are not families
The family leaves home, at least...

The same people, the same family,

but living in the smaller
households typical of a modern

urban society.

it is no longer necessarily

located within a single

household, under one 1.00f.

This extended family is in a

single household (represented by
the dotted line) such as might
have been found in a rural
community of the last Lentury.

L__I____
r
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This family takes into account
resources of the mother's
parents and former prents-
in-law (the grandparents of
her son) when planning. In
reality, this family includes all

of the people enclosed by the

solid line including three
houseludds.
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The need for a broader definition of family
There is a need to acknowledge the diversity of various f'amily forms to avoid subordinating
various tamily members within a presumably all-encompassing notion of families. I he
interests of women, itiiidren, and the elderly need to be distinguished within a broader
deflintion of family that does not subor;.kate their individuality.

Ultimately, it is easier, fairer and more practital to define families by what they do rather
than what they look like. We need to respect all these different kinds of families and to
develop a definition that is inclusive rather than exclusive of them. As a result, family cannot
be defined simply by referente to strut:titre. It's not whether there arc two parents and kids,
or three generations or whatever. Given the incredible diversity of today's families, what is it

that all their structures have in common? What are the common functions that families
perfUrm to the benefit of both the individual members of iamilies and to the benefit of the
larger society?

()vet- the past twenty years, a more inclusive definition has been welcomed and largely
accepted by the majority of Canadians, implicitly or explicitly. There are relatively few groups
who would refuse today to acknowledge the young, unmarried single mother and her child as
A family. There are few who would deny that in certain t ircumstances at least, divorce is the
best resolution. And there are also few who woukl deny that when someone with children
divorces and remarries, a new kind ot family with distinct characteristics is created. There are
few who would d6ny that the extended family of the First Peoples or of Maritime outports
are indeed legitiniate forms of family.

Although a broader definition has not found favour with all groups in sot icty, it is
gaining acceptance in many areas. It is, for example, now evident in many family law
provisions. Family law is trying as best it can to protect the interests of individual women and
children following separation or divOrec.

Researchers arc looking more and more closely at the characteristics of different types of
lannlies. Over the last lineen to twenty years, family counsellors have faced the need to find
ways of lending support to diffrent kinds of families, ways that are sensitive to their different
structures. lt remains tricky, however, !Or policy-makers, educators and family professionals

to deal effectively with the diversity that famihes represent today.
Canadians are by no means alone in strugghng over family definitions. I )efinitions of

family and family policy played a major role in the 1992 P.S. presidential elections, for

instance. The debate goes on almost universally. Throughout the industrialiied world, people
are discussing and debating how to deal with the diversity of families.



Definitions of finnily
"Family is defined as any combination of two or more persons who are bound trgether over
time by ties of mutual consent, birth and/or adoption/placement and who, together, assume
responsibilities for variant combinations of some of the following:

physical maintenance and care of group members;
addition of new members through procreation or adoption;
socialization of children;

social control of members;
production, consumption and distribution of goods and services; and
affective nurturance - love."

The Vanier Institute of the Family'

"Refers to a now-married couple (with or without never-married sons and/or daughters of
either or both spouses), a couple living common-law (again with or without never-married
sons and/or daughters of either or both partners), or a lone parent of any marital status, with
at least one never-married son or daughter living in the same dwelling."

Statistics Canada'

"...the family is referred to as the basic unit of society; it is appreciated for the important
socio-economic functions that it performs. In spite of the many changes in society that have
altered its role and functions it continues to provide 'he natural framework for the
emotional, financial and material support essential to the growth and development of its
members, particularly infants and children, and for the care of other dependents, including
the elderly, disabled and infirm. The family remains a vital means of preserving and
transmitting cultural values. In the broader sense, it can, and often does, educate, train,
motivate and support its individual members, thereby investing in their future growth and
acting as a vital resource for development."

The United Nations'

"A parent-child group bound by many and varied tics of mutual, lifetime support and for
furthering the development of persons and societies at their source."

Government of Quebec'

"For the purposes of this program, the term "family" refers to a grouping of individuals who

are related by affet. tion, kinship, dependency or trust."
Social Sciences and Humanities

Research Council and Health and Welfore Canada's

joint initiative on Family Violence
and Violence Against Women-
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"Today's stay-at-home mother is tomorrow's working mother. Today's career woman is soon

pregnant and thinking about how she can quit her job to stay home for a while. One day, the

Ozzie and I larriet couple is eating a family meal at the dining room table; the next day, they

are working out a joint custody arrangement in a law office."

Barbara On Me

"There is a lot of talk about family these days, a lot of hand-wringing over its demise. But

even those most distressed about threats to the family have few ideas about how to

strengthen it. Some cling to the form, wishing that somehow we could promote marriage or

encourage parents to better enforce rules in the home.

"But families aren't marriages or homes or rules. Famiics are people who develop

intimacy because they live together, because they share experiences that come over the years

to make up their uniqueness the mundane, even silly, traditions that emerge in a group of

people who know each other in every mood and circumstance. lt is this intimacy that

provides the ground for our lives."

Frances toore Lapie

"...'the family' is not an institution, but an iifrological, symbolic construct that has a history

and a politics."

Judith Stacey'
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The basic functions of families
Families perform vital functions for society and for their members. Society as we know it

would be simply unimaginable without them. Researcher Shirley Zimmerman" has listed

six basic functions of families that demonstrate how important and far-reaching these

functions are:
Physical maimetumce and care of family members. Within healt hy families, children,

adults and seniors all receive the care and support they need: food, shelter, clothing,

protection and so on. Where families are not available or are unable to provide these

services, family members suffer and substitutes, usually inadequate ones, must be

found.

Addition or new members through procreation or adoption and their relitulMshment

when mature. Society renews itself through families. For this function, there is,

literally, no substitute.
Socializatnm of children .for adult roles. Families prepare their ,:hildren for life. Most do

a fairly good job of it, teaching skills. values and attitudes that equip them to learn.

work, lorm friendships and contribute to society.
Social control of members...the maintenance of :mkt. within the faintly and groups

external to it. Within families, individuals learn positive values and behaviour and

receive criticism for negative ones.
Alaintenance of family morale and nunivation to ensure task petliwonince both within the

family and in other groups. In this regard, families provide the glue that holds society

together and keeps it functioning. Beyond providing mere social control, families,
through love and spiritual leader.hip, inspire their members and others to keep trying.

Production and consumption of goods and services. Families provide tOr their own by

producing goods and services like tOod, home maintenance and health care. As they

strive to fulfill the needs of their members, they play a vital role in the national

economy.
In the words of one Ontario grandmother speaking at a focus group session in 1993, "I

don't know how anyone gets along without a family." A grandfather said that "a sense of

belonging is critical - if you don't have that, you don't have anything."'

Families shifting from dired to
indired provision
As our society has moved from agricultural to industrial to post-industrial, the role of

families has shifted. In the past, families met the needs of their members fairly directly,

producing food, clothing, transportation and other basics on their own. As society became

more industrial, families began to purchase more of the goods and services their members

needed. In recent decades, the shift of family needs from direct provision to indireLt

provision has touched new areas. More meals are eaten outside the home or are prepared

outside. More child care is provided outside the home. This has been matched by the shift of

peoples' activities from within to outside the family. These shifts do not, however, imply that

people are not focused on their families.
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Some worry that the role of families has become less important because families no longer
produce directly to meet their own needs. Yet today's families do something just as
important. As they have always done, they acquire and collect or save resources. They then
allocate resources to meet the needs of their own members. By understanding the vital role of
families in deciding how these resources will be deployed to accomplish their responsibilities,

families cart again be understood as essential. The only change has been that the family now

produces indirectly what it formerly produced directly.
The family continues to exist and absorbs much of the time and effort of all of us. We

make a fundamental error when we ignore the family's role in production and assume. that
"the economy" is just the market economy to which people relate strictly as individuals.

How families allocate resources is not always fair, of course. Women, for instance, have

generally received an inferior share of family resources. Debates continue over how best to
protect their interests or the interests of other family members, particularly weaker ones such
as old people and children.

How important is family to Canadians?
Some people believe that family is losing importance in the lives of Canadians. As proof, they

point to the rising incidence of divorce and separation, single-parent families, and children
being born out of wedlock. They point to other trends to support an argument that the
family is threatened or under attack. For example, a majority of married women with
children are now in the labour force, and families increasingly purchase services such as child
care and food preparation that used to be performed in the home. Common-law marriage is
at an all-time high in Canada. Many people feel that our society is growing more violent. The
growing awareness of the violence and abuse that takes place in too many families serves to
confirm these fears, whether they are well grounded or not. Taken together, the alarmists say

that all these trends are signs that family is losing importance or place.
1)espite these warnings, public opinion research consistently shows that family is

tremendously important to Canadians. I f anything, its importance is on the increase.

In 1987 for example, the magatine Maclean's surveyed Canadians to find out how they

felt about family. The poll showed that Canadians see their families as increasingly important
in their lives. Seventy-seven percent of respondents said that family was more important to

them than career which scored iust 17% or religion (5%). Eighty-one percent said that
family is becoming a "more" or "much more" important part of their lives. Only 7% said
that family was becoming less important to them.

Young people seem just as unequivocal as adults on the importance of family. Despite the

prevalence of divorce and their considerable experience of it young people "are anything

but disillusioned with marriage." That's what Reginald Bibby and Donald Posterski found in
1992 when they surveyed nearly 4,000 Canadian high school students. In their book Teen

Trends, the researchers reported that at least 859b of the teens said they planned to marry.

Nine of ten of the marriage-bound planned to have 'a church wedding," although only two

of ten teens are weekly churchgoers.
Most teens 86% expected a lifelong marriage of their own. This group included 78% of

those teens whose parents had not stayed together. Ilost (04"6) also expected to have

children.
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This is not to say that youth have 'old-fashioned" notions of what family life should be
like. Few young men expect to support a stay-at-home wife. Most young women expect to
work outside the home and know that having a skill or profession is their best insurance
against marriage break-up. And while Bibby and Posterski report that the majority of
Canadian youth approved or premarital sex, they also felt strongly about marital fidelity.

Only 10% approved of sex outside marriage.
At the same time, Canadian youth, like adults, saw little wrong with having children

without being married. Four in live Quebec teens approved, as did two out of three teens in
the rest of Canada. Neither did most young people object to cohabitation. Nearly nine of ten
teens approved of unmarried couples living together. Yet while most teens find cohabitation
acceptable, the vast majority still plan, eventually, to marry and have children. For youth as
for adults, cohabitation is seen as a prelude to marriage, rather than as a substitute.

Why is family gng hi huportance
for Cant:lams?
Why is family rising in importance when so many trends seem to point to its downfall?

Perhaps it is because difficult economic times are forcing people to rely on one another
more than in more prosperous times. With rising unemployment and poor job prospects, it
has become increasingly common for youth to delay leaving home. At the same hide, many
young adults are returning to the family home in the wake of job loss or the break-up of their
own marriages. Many older workers have lost their jobs in recent years and must depend on

help from their families and friendf.. With higher living costs and cutbacks in some
government services, seniors are also looking to others for support and assistance. Young or
old, people usually turn first to family for help, support and love. Hard times underscore the
many ways in which we depend on one another.

Another reason for the increased importance of family is that family time is at a
premium. Family members spend much more time at paid labour and away from the home
than they have at any time in the recent past. Canadians express strong opinions to pollsters
on their need for more family time and more flexibility to help them balance the demands of
paid employment and family.

In 1992, Magazine Affaires Plus, a French-language magazine for business people and
professionals asked 4,000 of its readers for their views on love, work, sex and family. Nearly

half of respondents said they felt stressed by the demands of their professional, family and
marital lives. Only half felt that they devoted enough time to their spouses. Half the mothers
and 57% of fathers said they find it hard to reconcile their family and working lives.

How to balance work and family responsibilities has become a major preoccupation for
Canadians. The poll found that nearly two in three respondents were willing to compromise
career advancement in order to devote more time to their personal, marital or family lives.
And half said they would consider a new, less demanding job in order to preserve their family
and personal lives. These results arc consistent with those of other recent surveys.

There may also be generational reasons for the increasing importance of family in the
minds and lives of Canadians. The post-war baby boom generation came of age at a time of

sweeping social change. As a group, they postponed marriage and having children until much
later in life than their parents had. After the "Baby Bust" - a period of low birth rates that

lasted for nearly two decades - they have now started to have children of their own.
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Today's youth may have other reasons for valuing family. T .e generation now coming of
age is the first one to grow up in the period ushered in by the "Sexual Revolution" and the

liberalization of divorce laws in the late '6Os. Many of them have direct experience of divorce

and separation. Almost all of them have friends who have experienced family difficulties.
Perhaps this explains why so many Canadian youth fervently want to form stable, loving

families of their own.
There are other, more universal reasons why the family enjoys such strong support.

People recognize its fundamental importance to individuals and to society at large.

Profiling Canada's Families -
A guide to discussion

In recent years Canadians have witnessed dramatic changes in their own personal family
lives, in the decisions and aspirations of their children, and in the lifestyles and attitudes of
their neighbours and co-workers. Today's families are smaller than at any time in the past.

Most children are growing up with fewer siblings. People arc living longer and staying
healthier. The once-typical male breadwinner family has been displaced by the now-typical
two-wage-earner family. Marriage rates have declined while the number of people living

together outside of marriage has grown.
Some of the changes are quite disturbing. Divorce rates have increased, and close to half

of all children born today will likely see their parents separate or divorce. Far too many
women, children and elderly persons are subjected to abuse or violence in their homes. The

number of children growing up in poverty is tragically high.
These and other trends have preoccupied Canadians and have generated much discussion

and debate. Often these discussions suffer from a lack of accurate information. It is the
intention of this book to provide Canadians with a reliable basis upon which they may assess

the current status, needs and prospects of their families.
Debate over family is nothing new. A century ago, popular magazines published alarming

articles about what people then saw as a breakdown among families. Rimilies have survived

many changes in society since then, as well as before. In every age, families have adapted and

helped their members to adapt, cope and thrive. However we define it, family appears likely

to continue as a dominant and, for most Canadians, a positive force in our lives and society.

To show our true concern for families, we can understand and help them do what they've

always done for themselves, for their members, and for all of us.
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family is a work in
pi ogress, a never-ending
renovation lob that begins
with tidy, visionary
blueprints and ends in
plaster dust mid daily
chaos

Mamie ,fackson

, the fanniy is a fired
point in a changing
landscape Who knows
where they will be In nig
or working, who their

' friends, neighbours, in
colleagues mil be in
1.wenty years, but a 51sie
15 always a sister
Marriages may end, but
children are foi ever. flies?
relationships may be dos,
or distant, loving or not,
easy or tense. But they do
not go away They cannot
be divorced, gips,
annulled, fired, or ,
dissolved An estravgeds
sister is still (taster

Barbara hatz Rothman

.the faintly is the
tdaptive mechanism in
society that belps us get
over the rough spaces as
we most from one era to
another. It provideg
elasticity in the social
order-so we can snot!'
and contract, make shifts
in size, grouping and
organizational patterns
7 he family is a getting in
which we rah ciente the
other, the different, the
alternative It is both-the
adapter and the creator 01
ate new Me family is an
instrument for imaging
futures

thse Boulding
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Baby boom bulging through
Canadian population

2. Age Structure of the Canadian Population,
Males and Females
(1991)
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Prepared by the Centre for Internationol Statistics

A huge bulge dominates any graph of the age structure of the Canadian population. It's the
baby boom, the great wave of people who were born between the late 1940s and the early
1960s. They outnumber both the generation that came before them and the one that
came after.

For many years, birthrates in Canada have been much lower than when the Boomers were
children. This is consistent with trends in other industrialized nations. As a result, it is likely
t is the years pass, that bulge will simply move to the right on the chart.

And so what?

There arc so many baby boomers that they have dominated our society all their lives. When
they were children, most popular entertainment focused on parents and.children. When they
were young adults, the world swayed to their groovy beat. The expansive '80s, in some ways,

celebrated their growing power and self-confidence. Now in the '90s, they are hunkering
down. They have most of the good jobs. They are coming into control of much of the
economy. Most politicians today are Boomers.

Flow does this look to the senior, the university graduate, or the high school student? It
would he easy for their interests to he overlooked due to demands from the biggest and most
self-absorbed generation ever.

4 5



Canada's first families

Even before the first European settlers arrived, this land we call Canada was home to diverse

peoples: the Naskapi, Gitksan, Dene, Ojibway, Dakota, Micmac, Huron, Inuit, Cree, Salish,

Innu, Mohawk, Tlingit, Maliseet, Gwich'in, Saulteaux, and many others. Hundreds of years

later, in 1991, one million Canadians reported Aboriginal origins.

3. Aboriginal Origins:
Midis, Inuit and North American Indian

Non-Aboriginal origins 25,991,370

Aboriginal origins 1,002,675

North American Indian only 365,375 = 36%

North American Indian

and non-Aboriginal 379,470 = 38%

Mitis only 75,150 = 8%

Aids and non-Aboriginal 99,560 = 10%

Inuit only 30,085 = 3%

Inuit and non-Aboriginal 12,915 = 1%

Other 40,120 = 4%

Prepared by the Centre for International Statistia

Over 470,000 Canadians reported a single Aboriginal origin. Of these, 78% were North

American Indians, 16% were Métis and 6% were Inuit. Another 532,000 Canadians reported

an Aboriginal origin in combination with other origins (most often non-Aboriginal, but
sometimes another Aboriginal origin). Again, the majority of these had North American

Indian origins. The Inuit were the least likely of the three groups to report mixed or multiple

origins. In fact, the Inuit were the only one of the three groups to have more single-origin

respondents than multiple-origin respondents.

G
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Ninetrsix percent of Canadians
come from somewhere eke
Fcur percent of Canadians today report Aboriginal origins. All the rest - 96% - stem from all
over the world.

Th,I influence of Canada's two founding nations still strongly influences our national
character and heritage. Sixty-nine percent of Canadians claim at least some British or French
blood. In 1991, 28% of the population reported British-only origins, while 23% reported
French-only origins.

An increasing proportion of the population report ethnic origins that are neither French
nor British (31% in 1991 up from 25% in 1986). Ethnic origins other than Aboriginal, British
and French include European only (15%), Asian only (6%), and other (6%), which include
African, Latin, Central and South American, Caribbean and other multiple origins.

4. Ethnic Origins
(1990

British 28%

British and French 4%

French 23%

British and/or French and other 14%

European 15%

Asian 6%

Aboriginal 4%

Other 6%

Prepared by the Centre for International Staiisiics

Immigration has accounted for about 20% of the growth in population since the beginning
of this century. Policies over the years have set limits restricting the number and type of
immigrants admitted to Canada.

In the mid-1960s immigration to Canada was enthusiastically favoured. However, by the
mid-I970s, when large cohorts of baby boomers joined the work force, the need for
immigrants was questioned. Currently, a target level for immigration is set by the

immigration minister in consultation with the provinces regarding demographic and labour
market needs. In 1991, over two hundred thousand immigrants were admitted to Canada,
bringing the total number of foreign-born immigrants to 4,342,890, or 16% of the total
population.

The origin of immigrants to Canada has changed. In the late 1960s, almost one third of all
new immigrants came from European countries. U.S. born immigrants accounted for 9.3%
of newcomers. Today, only 2.4% of new immigrants are U.S. born and about one out of four
of them are from Europc. The majority 530/n - come from Asian countries, most notably

Eastern Asia.
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5. Total Number of Immigrants Admitted to Canada
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Prepared by the (entre for Infernalionai Stfdislics

There were 4.3 million people living in Canada in 1991 who had been horn outside of
Can )da. Of these, more tharilialf (54.6%) lived in Ontario, most in the Greater Toronto area.

Only a very small proportion resided in the Atlantic provinces ( 1.7%) or in either of the
Territories (0.1%). Some provinces attract far more immigrants than others. Ontario, for
instance, has 37% of Canada's total population, but 54.6% of first generation Canadian
residents. Quebec, on the other hand, has 25% of Canada's population but just 13.6% of its
immigrants. Almost one in four Ontario residents (23%) was born outside Canada. In
Atlantic Canada, just 3.3% of residents are first generation immigrants.

6. Distribution of Foreign-Born Population by Region

Ontario 54.6%

Prairies 13.3%

British Columbia 16.7%

Territories 0.1%

Atlantic Canada 1.7%

Quebec 13.6%

Prepared by the (entre for International Statistics
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And so what?

Next to language, customs involving family may be the most notable identifying features of
any culture. Cultures develop strong codes on family matters. Canada's population is mobile
and dynamic, with a constant influx of new customs, traditions and st, les. Established
residents may worry over new ways that become part of everyday life. Immigrants may worry
their children won't learn the ways of their ancestors. Our increasingly diverse people bring a
rich variety of perspectives to the issues that lie at the heart of family responsibilities.
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As Canadian us motherhood
tmd language
7. Canadian Population by First Language

French only 6,505,565

English only 16,516,180

Other 4,275,115

Other language(s) 84%

English and other 9%

English end French 5%

French and other 1%

Prepared by the (entre for International Storistia

Language is at the heart of Canada's cultural identits Beyond their two official languages,
Canadians communicate in an impressive number and variety of languages In the 1991
Census, 61% of Canadians reported English and 24% reported French as their only first
language. The remainder of the population reported non-official languages or a combination
of languages as their first language. An individual's "first language" is the one first learned at
home in childhood and that she or he still understands In some families, the childr en learn
two or more languages simultaneously and thus report moi e than one first language

In Quebec, 81% of the population reported French as their first language Two percent
reported French as one of their first languages

Less than I% of Canadians (245,740 people) claimed both official languages as their first

A non-official language was reported as the only first language of 13% of the population
Among these, Italian, Chinese and German were the most common An additional 2%
reported a non-official language as one of their first languages Aboriginal languages were
reported by less than 1% of the population Some Indian reserves, however, were not
completely enumerated in the 1991 Census, so this figure is appioximate
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Canada's families
Predominantly Christian, but church
influence is slipping

8. Religious Affiliation in Canada
60%

Protestant

50%

40%
Roman Catholic

30%

20%

No religion
10%

1971 1981 19911891 1901 1911 1921 1931 1941 1951 1961

Roman Catholic 41.6 41 7 39.4 38.7 41.3 43.4 44.7 46.7 47.3 47.3 45.7

Protestant 56.5 55.6 55.9 56.0 54.4 52.2 50.9 48.9 44.4 41.2 36.2

Other 1.9 2.5 4.2 5.2 4.1 4.2 4.1 3.9 4.0 4.2 5.8

No Religion N/A 0.1 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.5 4.3 7.3 12.4

Prepared by the (entre fof International Statistics

As it has for over 100 years, Canada remains predominantly Christian. The mix of Christian

denominations is changing, however, and Christianity's preeminence in Canadian life is

weakening.

In 1991, eight out of ten Canadians were either Roman Catholic or Protestant t Intil

1961, Protestants outnumbered Catholics. The year 1971 marked the first time since

Confederation that Catholics outhumbered Protestants. Today, Catholks, at 46% of the

population, make up the largest religious group in Canada.

Other religions, however, have been practiced here since before Canada existed.

Aboriginal peoples were excluded from the earliest census collections, and therefore, their

religions were not included. Even so, in 1891, almost 2% of Canadians reported religions

other than Christian. In 1991, almost 6% of Canadians were affiliated with other religions.

"Qther" Canadian religions include Eastern Orthodox (387,000 people), Jewish (318,000

people), Eastern non-Christian religions such as Buddhism, Islam, I lindu, and Sikh (a total

of 747,000 people), and para-religious groups (28,000 people).

The number of people reporting no religious affiliation continues to increase steadily. In

1991, 12.4% of the population indicated no religious affiliation, a 90% increase since 1981.
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And so what'?

Three decades ago, Christianity influenced many aspects of ( :anadian life. Practices and

regulations concerning alothol sales, store openings, prayer in the schools, sexuality,

contraception, marriage and divorce all reflected this influence.

Religious involvement was once the norm; in the 1950s, 85% of Roman Catholics and

40% of Protestants attended services every week. Canadians today, though, want religion

"t) la carte,' not the full dinner. In general, they choose the observances and services they

want. Less than three in ten Canadians attend services weekly. And while young Canadians

told a survey in 1987 that they remain religious in their beliefs, only a small number of them

attended religious services regularly, and they reported low enioyment of religion. Even so,

three out of four young Canadians said they would turn to religious groups for birth-related

ceremonies in the future, and four in five said the same about weddings.
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Canadian families
How'r ya gonna keep fern down on
the farm?

9. Urban/Rural Locutions of Canadhins

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

18,1 1931 1971 1991

Rural 82% 50% 24% 23%

Urban 18% 50% 76% 77%

Prepared by the Centre for Internationaf Statistics

Contrary to our back-woodsy reputation, three quarters of Canadians are now urban
dwellers. And more than 30% of all Canadians live in the three largest cities: 'Toronto,

Montreal and Vancouver.
There has been little change in the percentage of city-ckellers over the last twenty years.

Prior to 1971, however, the change was swift and overwhelming. In 1871, only two out of
every ten Canadians lived in urban areas. In 1931, the population was divided evenly between

rural and urban areas. By 1971, three out of four Canadians lived in cities. Immigration has
been a factor in the increase as well as people leaving the farms and rural communities

for city life.

And leave the farm they did. In 1941. 27% of the population (over 3 million Canadians)

lived in farm families; by 1991, there were 867,000 people living on farms, representing only

3.2% of the total population.

And so what?

Many of our images of family date back to the "good old days" when most Canadians lived
on farms. Back then, families supplied most of their own needs, and every member of the

family played a role in producing food, making clothes, building shelter and so on. Family
members were interdependent on one another for their very survival. Today, the
interdependence is still there, but families do not directly provide for as many of their own
needs, particularly as more and more family members are employed outside of the home.
Instead, they purchase an increasing number of the goods and services that they consume.

This shift from rural to urban living is reflected in virtually every nation worldwide. In turn,
it has given rise to many of the other great social changes and challenges of our times such as
smaller families, higher divorce rates, social mobility, greater anonymity and less cohesive

communities.
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How many Canadians live
in families?
Numbers are up but percentages are down

Table I Changes in Populafion and
the Number of Canadians living hi Families

1971 1981 1991

_

percent change
1971-1991

Total population
in private households* 21.0 23.8 26.7 27%

Number of people
living in families* 18.8 20.6

Percent 89% 87% 84% 20%

Number of people
not living in families 2.2 4.2

Percent I 1% 1_ 16% 88%

Number of families* 5.0 6.3 7.4 46%

!n mi'lions

Note: Statistics Canada defines a Family as a ,urrentiy-married or :ommomlaw couple with or without never-married
children, or a single-parent with never-married children, in the same dwelling.

Prepared hy the Centre for International Statistics'

A vast majority of Canadians live in families. Over the last 20 years, however, the proportion
of all Canadians living in family households has decreased substantially, from 89% in 1971 to
84% in 1991. This trend is due to a combination of factors, including an aging population
with a larger number of elderly people living alone, an increase in the divorce rate, and a
larger number of younger people postponing marriage until later in life.

And so what?

Marriage and family remain popular. Over the past two decades the number of families has
increased by 46%. At the same time, however, the number of people not living in families has
increased even more rapidly. Combined with the drop in the proportion of Canadians living
in families, the figures tell us that families are getting smaller and that more of us, whether by

choice or by circumstance, now live alone.
\Vhether it is through marriage, cohabitation, remarriage, parenting, or caring for kin.

almost all Canadians, including those who live alone, have chosen to commit themselves to
others in the context of their families. Time and again, Canadians declare that it is their
families that are most important to them. Accordingly, the interests of individuals cannot be
well served if our public policies and institutions do not respect the roles and responsibilities
we assume as fathers and mothers, sons and daughters, brothers and sisters, grandparents
and grandchildren, cousins, aunts and uncles.
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Canada's changing families
Diversity is now the norm

10. Family Types "Out of 100 Families..."

Married with children 48

Married without children 29

Single parent 13

Common-kw without children 6

Common-law with children 4

Prepared by the cantle for International Statistics

Thc balance has tipped in the make-up of Canada's familief,. In 1986, 52 out of every 100
Canadian families consisted of married coupks with never-married children living at home.
By 1991, the combination of all other family types outnumbered these families. The second-
largest family type in both 1986 and (991 was married couples without children livinL; at

home. This group is composed of childless couples and empty-nestcrs.
Almost 9 out of 10 Canadian families (87.1%) were husband-wife families in 1991. Lone-

parent families accounted for 13 of every 100 families in both 1986 and 1991 (10.7% of
families were female lone-parent families and 2.3% were male ione-parent families). The
biggest increase was in common-law families, Which grew from seven to ten of every 100

families between 1986 and 1991. Four out of ten common-law families have children living
at home.

And so what?

We have to be very sure what we mean when we say the word "family." By making
assumptions about what a family is "supposed" to look like, we can overlook the needs and
realities of Canada's diverse families. Such assumptions can result in all kinds of problems.
Why doesn't a particular town's building code allow "granny flats?" Why do some schools
assume there will always be a mother at home during the day if the child gets ill? Why do
some politicians make single mothers nervous when they talk about "old-fashioned family
values?"

The make-up of Canada's families is changing, much as families are changing around the
world. Businesses, organizations and governments have no choice but to adjust to these
changes and adapt to the diverse circumstances and needs of today's families.
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How families look in different
provinces and territories

Table 11 - Provincial and Territorial Family Profile (1991)

Total Families
Without Children*

Total Families

With Children*

Total Number
of Families Number 0/0 Number

%

of all

% two- % lone-
parent parent

CAN 7,356,170 2,579,850 35 4,776,320 65 80 20 I 0 ,

NF 150,715 37,775 25 112,945 75 84 16 ,

PE 33,895 10,285 30 23,610 70 81 19
I

NS 244,610 82,650 34 161,960 66 80 20 ,

NB 198,010 63,105 32 134,900 68 80 20

QC 1,883,235 642,060 34 1,241,175 66 78 21

ON 2,726,735 954,015 35 1,772,725 65 81 i 9

MB 285,935 102,380 36 183,550 64 80 20

SK 257,560 94,400 37 163,155 61 81 19

AB 667,985 230,205 34 437,780 66 81 19

BC 887,660 358,070 40 529,590 60 80 20

NT 12.725 2,595 20 10,130 80 80 20

YT 7,105 2,305 32 4,805 68 78 18

Never-married ehildt rent of any age living at home.

Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics

just over one third of families in Canada do not have children living at home British

Columbia has the highest proportion of such families, while families in the Northwest

Territories and in Newfoundland are the most likely to have children living at home

Newfoundland also has proportionally fewer lone-parent families.
Generally, however, the proportion of lone-parent and two-parent families remains fairly

consistent across the country. Lone-parent families account for between 12% and 16% of all

families (those with and without children) in every province and territory Nationally, 13% of

all families are lone-parent families. Of families with children, one in five is headed by a lone

parent.
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Canadian families are shrinking

1 1. Trends in Family Size in Canada
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Prepared by the (entre for International Statistics

Canadian families have decreased in size in the last two decades from an average of 3.7

persons to 3.1 persons in 1991. The smaller average size is due largely to a sharp increase in

the number of two-person families. In 1971, three out of ten families were two-person

families. By 1991, it was four in ten. Increases in the number of lone-parent families and

childless couples including "empty nesters" contributed to this trend. During the same

period, the number of large families (six or more persons) decreased sharply - from 14% of

all families down to fewer than 3%.

And so what?

The "downsizing" of Canadian families has affected every facet of society. We now see nearly-

empty large houses that were once homes to large families. Businesses now sell products and

services designed for the needs of two or three, ratber than five or six or more. Smaller

families also mean smaller kin networks - fewer siblings, cousins, wedding guests and so on.

As Arlene Skolnick has observed, in the nineteenth century: "Because people lived shorter

lives and had more childrent woman could expect to live her entire life with children in the

home. Today, the average woman can expect to live more than 33 years after her last child

has left the house.""

In addition, Marvin B. Sussman notes that "Caring for one's own has had a long history and

persists today in both expectations and practices. Family members are the major caregivers to

their dependent members. The growing requests from care receivers come at a time when

there' is a paucity of women to assume traditional caregiving roles, because they are settled in

careers and jobs. Also, fewer caregivers will be available as a consequence of lower birthrates

of the post-World War II baby boom cohort. Fthical, moral and legal issues regarding the

extension of life of the older population; living without quality; care of the ill and disabled;

best investment of d,liars in medical care and social services will he assiduously debated in

the following years.
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Extended families rare in
Canada today
12. Percent of lion-elderly Families* With at Least

One Elderly Member, by Age of Family Head

5 0%

4.0%

3.0%

2.0%

1.0%

(74,400)

(58,100)
(41,500)

(174,000) 2.8%

15 -44

' Family head and spouse (if present) under 65

45 54 55 - 64

Age of Family Head

Total 15 - 64

Prepared by the (entre for International Statistics

In 1991 there were 174,000 non-elderly families defined by Statistics Canada as those with

both the family "head" and spouse (if present) under 65 years of age with an elderly relative

living with them. Only 2% of younger families those with the head of the family under 45

years of age have an elderly relative living with them. Approximately 4% of all other non-

elderly families those with the head of the family aged from 45 to 64 years of age have an

elderly relation in their home.

And so what?

Whether by choice or necessity, most seniors do not live with their children today. As a

result, when they need assistance, they often must turn to people outside their families, either
on a voluntary or a paid basis. Seniors who must pay for home maintenance, cleaning and
other support services require more income than those who live with their extended families.

By the same token, these seniors are not available to render services to younger family
members. In i:xtended families, many seniors are often able to help their children and
grandchildren by providing child care, cooking, and doing maintenance and other household
chores. Some may also provide direct financial assistance to the household.

One wonders if more families will be caring for their elders in their homes as the

proportion of .,eniors in the population increases in the coming years.
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Sandwich generation
eaten up between children
and aging parents

13. Percent of Families With at Least One
Dependent Child and One Elderly Member

4 0%

3 0%

(43,000)

2 0% (120,000)
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1 0% vV:

Non-elderly* Families Elderly** Families

Family head and spouse under 65

Family head or spouse 65 or over

NI Families

Prepared by the Centre for International Statrshos

As the baby boomers age, more and more of them are assuming responsibility for both their
dependent children and their aging parents. Caught in the middle as they are, they are known

as the "sandwich generation
Despite their dual responsibilities, few of them actually live with their parents. Only

77,000 non-elderly families, 1 2% of the total number of non-elderly families, had at least one
dependent child and at least one elderly family member living with them. At the same time,
43,000 elderly families (3 8% of the total number of elderly families) had at least one

dependent child living with them

And so what?

While it is relatively rare for families with children to live with older family members in

Canada, responsibility for aging parents is not so rare. And while it is most common for
seniors and their spouses to live on their own without younger family members, many still
look to younger family members for support of various kinds.



Look who's getting married!
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14. Marital Status of Canadian Population
Age 15 and Over
(19911

Married or common-law 61%

Never married 27%

Widowed 6%

Divorced 4%

Separated 2%

Prepared by the (entre for International Statistics

Most Canadians (61%) aged 15 and over are married or living with a common-law spouse. Another
26% have never been married, while 6% are widowed. Only a very small proportion of Canadians arc
at any one time separated (2%) or divorced (4%). Of course, many more who have been divorced

have remarried and many of those who today are married will, sometime in the future, separate from

their spouse.

15. Marital Status by Age
(1991)

100%

Quebec, on the other
hand, had the highest
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Prepared by the Centre fog International Statrstto

1 his chart tends to confirm what we intuitively know about the relationships between marital status

arid age I-or example, very young adults arc likely to have never been marriedind older Canadians

are more likely to he widowed
Most (madians under the age of 24 have nes er been in a marriage or comm,,n law relationship

From the age ot 25 onwards, however, Canadians who are married or living common-law outnumber

the combined total of all other Canadians in that age range There are substantially more people in
marriages and common-law relationships in evcry age group except the very youngest (under 24) and

the very oldest (75 and over)
Fhe 35-44 age group has the greatest number of married/comimm-law Canadians, and the

greatest number of divorced or separated Canadians 6 t )



Marriage
Still in fashion after all these years

16. Marriage Rates
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Prepared by the Centre for International Stonstics

17. Trends in Marital Status:
Population Age 15 and Over
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Marriage is about as popular as ever In spite of more divorces, more Canadians (63%) now
arc legally inclined (married or separated) or living common-law than in 1921 (58%). Alter a
steep rise after Wm Id War II, the proportion of man ied Canadians peaked in the 1960s, with
two-thirds of Canadians married or living common-law And whik the proportion of
divorced Canadians has increased since the '60s, it remains the lowest of all marital statuses

Just 4% of Canadians over 15 are currently divorced.
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The fluctuating marriage rate of the last 70 years shows how economic and social
circumstances influence the decision and timing of marriage The rate began to decline in the
middle of the 1920s due to a worsening economic situation During the Depression, it dipped
to an all-time low of 5.9 marriages per 1,000 population in 1932. Many young Canadians
with no jobs and money put off marriage plans After 1932, the marriage rate began to rise

along with the economy.
The Second World War created a stampede to the altar a reaction to the uncertainty of

life in wartime. There was also a more pragmatic reason single men v,,ere drafted before

married men. During the Conscription Crisis in 1942, marriage rates peaked at 10.9 per 1,000
population. In 1946, the marriage rate hit 10.9 again as the returning war veterans rushed to
make up for lost time. After the mid-1940s, the marriage rate declined for 20 years In 1951,
more than 100 women out of a thousand between the age of 15 and 59 married for the first
time. When the baby boomers came of marrying age, It received a boost for a few years in the

early 1970s.
By 1990, however, the marriage rate, at 7 1, was similar to that of the 1920s Only 60 out

of a thousand women were marrying for the first time and just 47 out of a thousand men
were, possibly reflecting an uncertain job market and the growing acceptance of single

lifestyles and common-law marriage

And so whet?

While the marriage rate has had its ups and downs over the years, people are marrying today
at about the rate of 75 years ago. The big change is that many more marriages today ai e
remarriavs. The first-marriage rate, as distinct from the overall marriage rate, has steadily
declined for the last 40 years. And those who are marrying are waiting until they are older

BEST caPY
t)



The second time around...

18. First Marriages and Remarriages
as Percentages of all Marriages
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Cakulated by the Centre for International StahstKs

Remarriage for

at least one spouse

Rrst marriage for

both spouses

1989

In 1967, almost nine out of ten newlyweds were tying the knot for the very first time. By
1989, however, a third of all marriages had at least one partner with previous experience in
marriage While the number of all marriages Increased, the number of first marriages for
both spouses declined slightly and remarriages tripled Marriages between two previously-
married persons almost quadrupled in number between 1967 and 1989. Divorced men tend
to be older at remarriage than their female counterparts by more than three years. In 1990,
the average age of remarriage for divorced men was 41.1 years, and for women, 37.5 years.

The gap is even greater for widowed persons remarrying. In 1990, widowed men remarried at
an average age of 60 8, and women, at an average age of 54.1.

What factors have sparked these sharp changes?
The population is aging there are just not as many young people today either

proportionately or absolutel) as there were in 1967.

Changes in the divorce laws in 1968 and 1985 made divorces easier to get and
iemarnage more possible
People are living longer and are healthier at an older age. They have more time to
remarry
Remarriage may be more socially acceptable

And so what?

Todas high iates of separation, disorce and remarriage have helped to make it necessary to
distinguish between family and household People may leave their spouses, but the family ties
they have forged continue m most cases

Foday's "blended families" illustrate the complex ties that occur as remarriage becomes
more prevalent In addition to children and step-chddren, family bonds develop between in-
laws, grandparents and grandchildren, and other family members, regardless of whether the
marriage iemains intact It is now not uncommon for children to have multiple sets of
grandparents, parents, step-parents, step-siblings, half-siblings and so on. Family names,
family holidays, and gift-giving arc lust a few examples of formerly simple traditions that can
get exceedingly complex for "blended" or "recombined" families.



No hurry to the altar
Canadians are holding off tying the blot

19. Average Age at First Marriage
Age

30

28

26

24

22

20

Males

1921 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1985 1990

Males 28.0 27.7 28 2 26 6 25 4 25 1 25 7 26 8 27 9

Females 24.5 24.2 24 9 23 6 22 6 22 7 23 5 24 5 26 0

Prepared by the (entre far International Stotishcs

The average age at first marliage has been increasing for both men and women ovel the last
twenty years as people delay marriage for various reasons to finish their educations, establish
careers, save some money, cohabit, or simply explore their options In 1990, the average age

of first-time brides was 26 years, and the average age of first-time grooms was 27 9 years

Those figures are up from 22 7 years for women and 25 1 years for men in 1970.
First-time mar rying males are, on average, older than first-time marrying females by two

to three years. Although this age gap is slowly shrinking, the tendency for men to marry at an
older age than women has persisted as a strong societal norm characteristic of both first

marriages and remarriages

And so what?

The implications of women marrying at a younger age than men are imrocse Given the
combination of women's higher life expectancy and their tendency to ,narry older men,
women arc more likely to experience the death of a spouse, and ote,i live considerable
portions of their lives in widowhood Most women, especially older onestre not
economically independent The average earnings of women in the labour force are much

lower, on average, than mens' Thus the years of widowhood are, for a great number of

women, years of poverty as well
Perhaps most significantly, the increase in the avei age age at marriage suggests that it is

not likely that birth rates will increase substantially
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Early marriage loses its sheen
Teens avokling marriage, first-marriages down

20. Age-spedfk First Marriage Rate
for Females in Canada
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21. Age-spedfk First Marriage Rate
for Males in Canada
Rate (per 1,000 never married males)
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Canadians over thirty are more likely to marry for the first time than are teenagers. This is

not new tor men, but it is foi women In 1951, sixty-six out of a thousand teenage women
married, by 1990 only 11 out of a thousand married



First-marriage rates for women in their early twenties plunged as well, from 223 per
thousand in 1961 to 88 in 1990. Women in their late twenties, rather than early twenties, are
now the most likely to marry for the first time, Also, the data suggest that while man, women
are postponing marriage, a substantial number of women are foregoing marriage altogether

Not surprisingly, first-marriage rates foi men in all age groups have also dropped most

notably for men in their early twenties In 1971, among men aged 20-24, 157 per thousa d

married; in 1990, only 46 did. Today, men over the age of 50 ate much more likely to marry
for the first time than are men under the age of 20. Fewer than three males in a thousand
between the ages of 15 and 19 married in 1990, down from 13 in 1971

First-marriage rates for men over the age of 30 have remained more ctable than tor other

age groups over time.

And so what?

The trend toward later first marriages has wrought major changes For example, it ha3
contributed to lower fertility rates, higher population mobility, later household formation,
and changing patterns of consumption of consumer goods and services Another implication
is that couples are waiting longer to become parents, so parents are, on average, oidei than
those of previous generations. This can be advantageous in several ways Parents may be
more mature and their careers better established, so they may be able to offer better Its mg
standards to their children than their parents could to them On the other hand, they may be
more tired, more set in their ways, less healthy and less able to accommodate the rigors of
parenting than previous generations



One in ten "married" couples
not married
22. Proportion of Population in

Common-law Relationship
(1991)

Age Grace

15 19 2%

20 24

25 - 29

30 34

35 - 39

40 - 44

45 49

50 - 54

55 - 59 3%

60 64 2%

. .

65 and over RIM 1%

Total 15 and over

9%

7%

5%

7%

5% 10%

Percent living Common-10w

11%

12%

1 4%

15%

Prepared bi tfie Centre far International Statistxs

Of all Canadians over the age of 14 ,n 1991, 70/0 were living in common-law relationships

These common-law unions represented 10% of all Canadian families in 1991. Such

relationships were most prevalent among young aduits, with 1 2% of those in their early
twenties and 14% of those in their late twenties living common-law. The proportion declines
with each successive age group, to a low of 1% among senior citizens. Only a very small

proportion of teenagers (2%) live in common-law relationships Canadians over the age of 50
arc more likely to be living common-law than are Canadians under the age of 20.
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23. Legal Marital Status of Persons Living Common-kiw
(1991)
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Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics

People under the age o135 who are living common-law typically have never been married

Between the ages of 35 and 64, most people living common-law are legally separated or

divorced, whereas most seniors in common-law relationships are widowed From examining

the patterns, we see that among people in common-law relationshps, the never-marrieds
decrease with age, the widowed increase with age, and the divorced and separated component

peaks in the middle of the age scale.
Overall, six in ten people (about 62%) in common-law relationships have never been

marriedthout one third (32%) are divorced or separated, and the remainder are widowed

And so what?

"Increasingly, couples are living together without going through a wedding ceiemony
although most of these will eventually marry, especially those who intend to has e children

Young people who come from divorced families and older divorced adults are often reluctant

,0 enter into legal marriage without some previous knowledge of what it is like to hve with

their partner. Living together may become more socially acceptable in the future as a
"courtship pattern" or preliminary stage to marriage. In addition, those who are
ideologically opposed to traditional marital roles will continue to see common-law

relationships as an alternative to legal marriage."
Maureen Baker'

BEST i:VY NELL.,,A4



Shucking up
A prelude to marriage?

Table HI - Proportion of Married Individuals Who
Cohabited Together Prior to Marriage, by Age
(1990)

Age Number Married Number Cohabited'
- -

Percent Cohabited

20 29 1,432 533 37%

30 39 2,951 837 28%

40 - 49 2,550 318 12%

50 + 4,046 145 4%

All ages 11,009 1,833 17%

'In thousands

akulated hs th& ( entre tor I nki national Statistic,'

Common-law unions are often a prelude to marriage rather than an alternative to it. Younger

Canadians are nine times more likely than older Canadians to have cohabited before

mat nage Thnty-seven percent of married Canadians in their twenties "tried it out" before

exchanging vows Only 40,o of the over-fifty married population had lived with their spouses

prior to marriage This difference between age groups may reflect a change in the prevailing

social attitudes What has become a common and largely acceptable choice for many was

once widely considered to be beyond the pale Have the changing attitudes that have affected

younger people cart ied over into the older population as well?

And so what?

Marriages that have been preceded by cohabitation have not proved, statistically, to be more

stable than other marriages However, the rise of cohabitation has had a decided impact on

Canadian society As common-law couples and their out-of-wedlock children have become

more numerous and accepted, demands have grown for recognition of their rights and needs

by the courts, lawmakers, employers and the community as a whole.
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viil divorce do us part

24. Number of Divorces
Thousands
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Prepared by the (entre for International Statistics

Before 1908, it was difficult to obtain a divorce in Canada A divorce was granted only if it

could be proven that one spouse had committed adultery In 1968, grounds for divorce weie

expanded to include marital breakdown and mmital offenses Marital breakdown included

desertion, imprisonment, or separation for at least three years, while marital offenses

included physical or mental cruelty

In 1985, further changes in the Divorce Act made marital breakdown the sole ground for

divorce. This was defined to include separation of not less than one year, adultery, and/or

physical or mental cruelty. In the first year after the change, 91°r of the disorces obtained

under the new act cited separation as the cause for disorce

The increase in the number of divorces granted (11,000 in 1968 compared with 78,000 In

1990) is due, in part, to the growth in the number of married couples and, in part, to the

changes in the Divorce Act. In the years immediately following the changes, the number ot

divorces iumped considerabli, especially in 1986 when "no fault" divorce provisions came

into effect. This suggests that many couples delayed dism clog in anticipation of the changes

to divorce laws.

And so what?

More liberal divorce laws represent thc Great Divide in the histors of Canada's families

Although couples have always separated, the Cass asailabilits of disurce, combined with

related social changes, has totall,' altered hos,' we look at marriage, has ing children and

almost every aspect of family life In turn, our ness attitudes spill oser into (nen other aspect

of life work, inheritance, se\ palit and i elat conships (if all kinds Before 1968, a marriage,

whether good or bad, was lures er tor most people r0 terminate it 55a5 difficult and lims ned-

upon. lust 25 years later. it can be staggering to «intempl it( the differences between file

today and how it was before divorce laws charged

It is difficult to determine the esact number of chddi en affected by disorees anada

because there is 00 official information about out-ot-court ustods decisions In 1990,

pproximately 34,000 children were invoked in do orce caSes 111 ss hich the «nuts made

custody decisions. In eight out 01 tii such cases, (11,10d% isa,, awarded to the mothei
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What is less difficult to determine is that women and children often find themselves living
in poverty following separation and divorce. Three quarters of those not receiving alimony or

child support live in poverty. And even more disturbing is the fact that approximately two
thirds of those who do receive such support still have total incomes below the poverty lines.

Outcomes of divorce for children

A child's adaptation to divorce is influenced by a number of

stressors in addition to...developmental and cognitive factors...

Typical life changes that affect child adjustment are:
negative economic consequences (especially in the child's primary residence),

erratic c:mtact or no contact with the non-residential parent,

ongoing parental conflict,
parental dating or lemarriage,
less availability of the residential parent (i.e. returns to the workforce full-time),

continued exposure to psychologically disturbed parent(s),
changes in residence and related factors (i.e. loss of peer group, change in school), and

reactions of family and friends. .

Several factors are predictive of more positive outcomes. Based on her clinical

chservations, Wallerstein (1983b) suggests that children's coping with changing family

circumstances is shaped by.
the exter to which parents resolve or set aside their conflicts,

the quality of the residential parents' relationship with their children and their

capacity to parent,
the extent to which children do not feel rejected by non-residenii:A parents,

assets, capacities, and deficits of individual children,

availablity of support networks and children's ability to use them,

the absence of chddren's continaed anger or depression,

how events are defined, and

developmental needs
Rhonda Heeman '
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Marriage and Divorce
A parallel lhte dance

25. Number of Marriages and Divorces
Thousands
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Prepared by the (entre for Internationa! Statisks

Over the past four decades, marriages have outnumbered divorces by as much as 168,000 in

1972 and as little as 91,000 in 1987. In gener,d the difference has stayed in the range ot

100,000.

The big change is the ratio of divorces to marriages In 1931, one couple divoi ed tor

every 24 couples that married. In 1987, as marriages dipped and divorces peaked, this ratio

reached a low of one couple divorcing bbr every two couples marrying Since 1987, the gap

has widened each year, and in 1990 one couple divorced for every 2 4 that married

The length of marriage before divorce has become shorter since the Divorce' Act changes

of 1968 and 1985. In 1969, the median duration of marriages ending in divorce was almost 15

years. Under the new act, couples who disorced in 1986 had been married a median of 9 1

years. islarriages eliding between 1968 and 1985 lasted a median of 11 2 years

And so what?

fhat divorce is more common today than three decades ago is not news What mas be

surr rising, however, is the healthy lead that marriage has managed to maintain over divorce

Whether it's because people like it, or because it's cons ement and practical. in irriagc

continues to hold its own in an age of social rnobility casual relatonships and easy disorcc.
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wif From the basement to
the big leagues
Canadian divorce rates jump
in comparison with other nations.

26. Divorce Rates: An Internationtil Perspedive
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Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics

Between 1965 and 1988, Canada moved from having one of the lowest divorce rates to

has mg one ot the highest among industrialized nations. For most of these nations, divorce
rates rose sharply between 1965 and 1975 but increased more moderately between 1975 and
1986 The U S stands out with the highest divorce rate throughout the years, while lapan
continues to show a relatis elv low rate of divorce.

And so what?

The increase in divorce that Canadians have experienced is in line with the experiences of our
neighbours. Similar trends have affected all industrialized nations over the past few decades.

Trends such as greater soual mobility, increased women's labour force participation, more
liberal attitudes regarding sex, a less dominant role for organized religion, changing views
about relationships, lower birthrates, and the movement for equal rights for women have
produced great upheasdl The institution of marriage has not been immune.
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Canadian marriages outlast
their American cousins
27. Divorce and Remarriage: Canada and the U.S.
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Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics

While marriage rates in Canada and the U S are similar, divorce rates are not I ullv 44% of

American marriages end in divorce, compared with 28% of Canadian marriages Divorce
does not appear to erode people's faith in the institution of marriage Eight out of ten
divorced Americans and seven out of ten divorced Canadians remarry

Although Canadians and Americans spend roughly the same proportion of their lises in
marriage, Canadians marry less often and for longer periods The average Canadian marriage
lasts 31 years, compared with 24 years for the average American ma,nage

And so what?

It's worthwhile to ponder why Canadians marriages, on average, last so much longer than
those of Americans. Is it a more traditional, conservative style? More genu Otis social
programs that help keep families from dire poverty2 A less mobile, less dynamic culture with

less diversity? Stronger, more compassionate communities?
Me consequences of this difference are worth considering as well, especiall the impact

on children. Divorce can he a positive and necessan step, and it is possible to minimin its
negative effects on children As a group, however, children of divorLe may have a harder time

in life.

Whatever is keeping Canadians married longer than Americans may he ssorth identifying
and preserving.
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Separate paths to Ione parenthood

28. Marital Status of Lone Parents
(1991)

Mothers

Divorced 32 5%

Separated 24 6%

Never married 19 5%

Widowed 23 4%

Fathers

Divorced 33 6%

Separated 37 6%

Never married 8 3%

Widowed 20 6%

Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics

here are close to one million lone-parent families in Canada. That represents 12.9% of all
families and one in five of all families with children. As long ago as 1931, 13.6% of all
families were lone-parent families The proportion dropped to an all-time low of 8.2% in
1966 While the vast majority (82%) of today's lone-parent families are led by lone mothers,
there are a significant number of lone fathers (170,000).

Today, divorce and separation are the leading cause of lone parenthood for both men and
women Forty years ago, two thirds of lone-parents were widows or widowers. By 1991, three

quarters of mothers raising children on their own were either separated, divorced or

unmarried
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29. Changes in Marital Status of Lone Mothers

1951

Widowed 66 5%

Never married 1 5%

Divorced 1%

Separated 28 9%

1991

Widowed 23 4%

Separated 24 6%

Never married 19.5%

Divorced 32.5%

Preftiared by The Vanier Institute of the Family

And so what?
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In the past, there was a stroll!! social stigma attached to being a lone parent. Even today,

some people are inclined to pass judgment on lone parents, especially single mothers.

The true story of how people become lone parents offers a different view. Most people

enter lone parenthood not through choice but as a result of circumstances death of a

spouse, an abusive relationship, desertion or a marriage that just didn't work.
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Canada's families
Some have children...and some don't

30. Families With and Without Children*
(1991)

With children 4,783,905

Without children 2,571,825

Ndless 1,042,655 =41%

Fmpty Nest 1,529,170 = 59%

Includes common law families

65%

Prepared by the (entre for Internationol Statisfics

31. Families With Children Living at Home:
Distribution by Age of Children

100%

75%

50%

25%

Married Couples Common-law Couples lone-parents

Family Type

1111 All 18 & over IT Some under 18 All under 18

Prepored by the Centre for Internabonal Slatrsius

Most kids live with two parents In 1991, more than eight out of ten children lived with two
parents; only about 1440 lived with a lone parent

But does a family always include children? No Though the majority of Canadion families
(65%) include child! en living at home, the proportion of families without children is on the
rise. In 1981, 32% of all Canadian families had no children at home Just ten years later,
families without children, including families that are intentionally or unintentionally childless
and those couple, whose children have left home, made up 39% of all families.
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The largest and fastest growing proportion of these families without children are the
"empty nesters." As the population with its large baby boom contingent ages, this trend is

expected to continue.
There are even more empty nesters than the chart suggests because lone parents never

become statistical empty nesters. Once the last child leaves home, a lone parent is no longer

considered a family; he or she becomes instead, for statistical purposes, an "unattached
individual." Thus, while single parents are included in the calculation for "all families," they

are excluded from the "families without children" category.
Married couples with children are almost three times as likely as common-law couples

with children to have all of their at-home children aged 18 years or older. The reason for this
difference is simple. Since common-law relationships are more likely among younger people,

they are also more likely to have young children.

And so what?

The life course of families keeps changing. Most families have children, but they pass through
their life courses differently from in the past. They have children later, they have fewer of
them, and they live longer without them than do past families. But children remain central to

their existence.
More than a third of Canada's families do not have children in the house. The proportion

might even be higher if other familial groupings such as adult children moving back with
widowed parents, groups of close friends, or gay couples were included in the statistical
definition of family. The trend toward smaller families and longer life expectancies has

resulted in more couples living in empty nests and living in them longer.
Yet children remain a reality for most families. The family ies and responsibilities

continue, regardless of where a family's children at their various ages may reside.
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From boom to bust
Fertility rates sagged to record lows
before staging mini-rally in late '80s

32. Total Fertility Rate
Births/woman
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Prepared by the Centre for Internahonal Statistics

Marriage rates have gone up and down but remain historically fairly steady. The fertility rate,
on the other hand, has plummeted since its high in 1959. We have gone from baby boom
(1945-1960) to baby bust And we went quickly. The total fertility rate (the number of
children a woman would have during het lifetime if she were to follow the fertility patterns of
the time) dropped from 3 9 m 1960 to 2 3 in 1970. By 1981 it was down to 1.7 well below

the replacement rate of 2 1 births per woman. More than any other factor, this low birthrate
is responsible for the phenomenon we now call "the aging society". At this rate the
replacement of the current generation is not assured.

Babies may be starting to make a comeback, however. The fertility rate has crept up from
its low of 1 65 in 1987 to 1 8 in 1990

Childlessness - Intentional and unintentional
Some researchers have estimated that as many as 16% of Canadian women currently in their
childbearing years will remain childless It is impossible to know for sure. It is also impossible
to know how many of these women are childless by choice and how many arc involuntarily
infertile Recently, the Royal Commission on New Reproductive Technologies surveyed
Canadians and found that 7% of couples married or living together for at least two years
were infertile

And so what?
ower fertility now affects almost every industrialized nation. Along with it come myriad

changes and dilemmas I low will we replace today's work force when the baby boomers near
retirement age? How will governments raise sufficient tax revenues from the next generation

to pay for programs if that generation is much smaller than today's? Where will tomorrow's
consumers come from, and what will businesses do if there are far fewer of them? What will

we do with houses that are too big and schools with too many classrooms? Who will care for
the baby boomers when they get old? How will we replace today's population, and should

we? Clearly, lower fertility is at the heart of many of the social and economic questions that

bedevil business p, Ople, communities,xlanners and lawmakers.
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The greying of Canada

33. The Aging of the Population
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Prepared by The tarder Institute of the Family

Canada is an aging society. This means that as the years go by, the proportion of older people
in Canada grows larger. Sonie say this has occurred as the baby boom has aged, but the faLts
don't bear this out. Instead, societal aging is mostly a factor of a steady decline, over time, In
fertility. Women are having fewer Lhildren The baby boom was, in reality, a Baby Bhp, a

temporary reversal of a long-term trend toward smaller families

And so what?

In the '70s and '80s, Canada's senior population increased dramatically As a whole, the
senior population rose by about 80% The inLrease was even greater among those aged 75
and over. This group increased by 90%, while the group aged 55-75 grew by 75%

How will our aging society affect medicare, social services and government finanLes in

years to come? Will a growing senior population be a burden that today's young people Ls ill

have to shoulder or will they lie an asset to them? Questions like these ai e being hotly

debated by ordinary citizens, as well as by policy makers and service pioviders
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Table IV - Median Age and Proportion of the
Population 0-14 and 65 and Over, Canada, 1851-2036

.°

°

Year Median Age Proportion 0 - 14 Proportion 65+
- -

1851 17.2 44.9 2.7

1861 18.2 42.5 3.0
07,

1871 18.8 41.6 3.7

1881 20.1 38.7 4.1

1891 21.4 36.3 4.6

1901 22.7 34.4 5.0

1911 23.8 32.9 4.7

1921 24.0 34.4 4.8

1931 24.8 31.6 5.6

1941 27.1 27.8 6.7

1951 27.7 30.3 7.8

1956 27.2 32.5 7.7

r 1961 26.3 34.0 7.6

1966 25.5 32.9 7.7

1971 26.2 29 6 8.1

1976 28.1 25.6 8.7

1981 29.6 22.5 9.7

r 1986 31.6 21.3 10.6

High Low High Low High Low

1991 33.5 33.6 20.7 20.7 11.8 11.8

1996 35.5 35.6 19.8 19.8 12.8 12.8

2001 37.5 37.7 18.6 18.6 13.5 13.7

2006 39.2 39.6 17.4 17.3 14.2 14.4

2011 40.6 41.1 16.6 16.3 15.5 15.8

2016 41.6 42.3 16.2 15.9 17.6 18.1

2021 42.6 44.0 15.9 15.6 19.8 20.4

2026 43.4 44.2 15.6 15.3 22.0 22.9

2031 44.2 45.0 15.2 14.9 23.8 24.9

2036 44.8 45.7 14.9 14.5 24.5 25.7
_

Note: Proiections use total fertility rate of 1.67 and immigration of 200,000 (high) and 140.000 (low).

Rodrick Beaujot'

0.

Si



Move over, motherhood
Canadian women increasingly postponemarriage and child rearing
34. Average Age of Mother tor ist and 2nd Births
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Prepared by ihe (entre for International
Statistics

Women are waiting about three years longer to marry and to star t their families than they did20 years ago. The average age of mothers at the births of their first and second babies hasincreased along with the increase in the average age of women at their first marriages. Onaverage, the first child comes along soon after marriage, followed, two and a halt years later,by the second child.

And so what?

The implications of postponing children are many decreased t.crtility rateit, smaller famibsi-ies, and an increa',e in "only child" families. These trends, in turn, are affecting every aspectof family life. Having children later means that parents may be better established in theireareers, but it also may mean that they have less time and energy for their children. Havingfewer siblings means that ,:hildren need to look elsewhere for playmates when they are young,and for family ties as they age.

ehildren of such families age, other implications
emerge. Parents may become elderlyand in need of support themselves before their children become financially secure adults."Such parents may he faced with reduced

resources and heightened needs before theirehildren can help them and when they still have need fru parental assistance."'
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Hanging up the shotgun
Births to not-married women on the increase

35. Births to Not-married Women
us u Percentage of Total Births
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Note lot marned" refers to women nevemorried, widowed, divorced or liviry comrnonlaw.

Pepared by the Centre for International Statistics

36. Births to Not-married Women by Age
(1990)
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Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics

In the List thirty years, there has been a huge increase in the number and proportion of all

babies born to women who are not currently married In 1990, 24% of all live births were to

women who were not married, compared with only 4% ill 1960. These include women wlio

were widowed, divorced, or living common-lawis wdl as single women Many factors

ai.Lount for this increase, including the growth of common-law relationships, desertion by

v,ould-be fathers, the increasing social and economic independena of women choos'ng to

hear and raise children alone, and the growing acceptability of oui-of-wedlock butt's



Teenage pregnancy is out of control - Not

Comrary to popular opinion, the maior;ty of out-ot-wedlock babies are not born to teenage
women. In fact, in 1990, 60% of the unmarried women who gave birth wine betsseen the

ages of 20 and 29. Furthermore, both the number of teenage pregnancies and the number of

births to teenagers has declined dramatically over the past thins years In 1971, there s ere

40,000 births to teenagers. The number dropped to less .han 23,000 h 1989

And so what?

A generation ago, having a bab out of wedlock ss as a famils disgrace 'I od is Lt is more and

more accepted as part of modern life. In fact, that acceptance has resulted in a doubling of

the percentage of such births in the past decade.
it may surprise many people that, unlike the L' S , Canada has no epiderm. ot "children

having children." Yet thc number of births to unmarried s omen of all ages is rising And
despite the increased societal tolerance that lone mothers enjoy, thin still must contend ssith
the economic disadvantages of bearing sole financial responsibilits for the,. families

The statisdcs give the lie to the popular assumption that teen pregnancs is out of control
At the same time, it is worth asking wh,' so many vLomen in their tssenties are basing babies

out of wedlock. While many of them are separated, dicorced, widossed, or lising in common-

law marriages, there is also a strong element here of choice NIanv unmarried omen are
having babies deliberately, because they want to and feel they can handle the los s and

responsibilities of parenthood on their own.
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,1( doption
Mare applicants, fewer kids

37. Domestk Adoptions: Public and Private

5,000

4,000

3,000
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1,000

Number of adoptions

7-1

_ . Public

M Private

:
1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990

Public 4,441 4,074 3,898 3,535 3,472 2,586 2,574 2,162 1,782 i,131

Private 935 976 1,097 1,041 1,044 1,115 1,113 1,196 1,086 1,105

Prepared by the Centre for internahonal Statistics

Theic were only about half as in -ny children adopted in 1990 (2.836) as there were just a
deeade earlier 15,3761 'Inc number of private adoptions rose while the number of public
adoptions dropped dramaticalh over the decade. There were three applicants ( about ',AO)
tor each public adoption and almost as many applying for private adoptions.

In addition, %alums estimates suggest that 2,000 to 3,000 Canadians are actively pursuing

international adoption ihis does not include children who arc brought to Canada from
other countries and then adopted Such cases are recorded as domestic, rather than

International, adoptions A. common form of international adoption occurs when children
are adopted in their home cout,tn and then brought to Canada. Records regarding the
numbei of children adopted in othei countries are n it always accurate, howeverwid it was
not until late in 1991 that Canada began to collect dat,«,n these adoptions.

And so what?

The demand tor adoptne childien especially healthy, white babies appears to be growing

while the supply of babies shrinks due to the legal availability of abortions and the increased

acceptability of lone parenting and birth out of wedlock.
1 he trend away from public adoptions and toward private adoptions has several

implications Private adoptiorb are more costly than public ones, so adoption is increasingly
becoming an option for wealth% families only. In the case of private adoptions, the public has

less control of the process I los can, in some cases, lead to abuses of all parties involved the

children, the birth mothei and the adoptive parents. The telative increase in private

adoptim is makes it harder for publie agencies to keep accurate adoptiim records.

to, en the small numbers of children available tor adoption, more parents are adopting
cluldien with troubled backgrounds fliese can include intc ;national adoptees, transiacial

adopteesind older ehildren who ti,cs c been hard to place due to health or behavimk

oblems I hese adoptwe parents often need special supports to help them meet the

challenges that ate Un Nue to adoptisc
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Mile, yours and ours
3i3 families are often blended families

18. Mended and Non-blended Vamilies
by Number of Children
50%

40%

30%

20%
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29.7%
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39.3%

21.4%

L_ Non b'ended families

f ..ed families
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134%
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122%

43%

Four+ Children'

(ckulated by the (entre fa: International Statistics

"Blended families" married or common-law couples with at least one step- Fuld become

increasingly common as divorce and remarriage rates go up. In 1990 there were 343,400

blended families representing about 7% of all families raising children

This number underestimates the actual number of step-families because many
stepchildren have grown up in blended families but arc no longer living at home Morem er,

given the likelihood that divorce and remarriage rates will remain high, the number of

blended families can be expected to increase significantly .n yv Irk tr.

Blended families tend to be larger than non-blended families lust three in ten blended

families had only one child. In comparison, 43% of non-blended families halt again as high

a proportion had just one child. And more than two in ten blended families 121 40k,) had

three children. The percentage for non-blended families: 13.4

And so what?

A principal reason for largei family sizes in blended families is the unitingof children trom

previous relationsi.ips. At least three children are needed to have a "mine, yours and ours"

family, in which each spouse brings one or more children from previous relationships, and

the couple has at least one child together.
It used to be common to ask parents how many children the, had Todac, one asks

children how many parents they have.

BEST Lin 17,0,
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No one home during the day

39. Labour Force Participation Rates,
Males & Females Age 15 and Over

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

Males

Females

1911 1921 1931 1941 1951 1961 1971 1981 1991

Males 89.7 88.7 87.5 85 8 83 6 il 7 77 3 78 4 74 8

Females 16.2 17.6 19.7 20 7 24 1 29 5 ". 4 51 7 58 2

Prepared by the Centre ior International %tau

Betsveen 191 1 and 1991, male labour force participation i es have gradualls dropped while

rates for women have soared. In 191 1, nine of ten men (89 M) were in the tabour foice In

1991, it was three in four (74.8°01 During the same period, rates for women lumped from

16.2 to 58.2%, with the sharpest increase occurring during the 1970s and 1980s

While women's participation in the paid labour force has grown enormously in the post-

war period, the recent recession has at least temporards slowed this trend In 1992, the

female iabour force participation rate stood at 57 N'o, following the thud consecutive sear of

decline. The male participation rate also deelmed durmg this period to 73 8% in 1992

More than half of Canada's N, oung people arc ako in the labour market, a highei

percentage than in 1970. The growth in the labour force participation rates for youth

between the ages of 15 and 19 reflects the rapid growth in the service sector Retail and fast

food outlets reiy heavily on youth labour
Though there has been an ()reran upward trend in youth employment lescls, soung

people may be particularly vulnerable to the effects ot recession Ihey tend to have little or

no seniority or job security and are more likely than other workers to hold part-time lobs \s

the supply of "good" jobs diminishes, many young people find themselves in competition

with older, more experienced woi kers for the part-time, loW-ssage, unskilled lobs that base

traditionally been the domain of younger workcrs I ahour foice participation rates for teens

dipped during the recession of the earls 1980s and recosered to reach a high in 1989 Since

1989, the rate has dropped froil. 6100 to 530 o for males and from 57% to 51 °0 tor females
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And so what?

Women's labout force participation has mirrored Canada's shift from a rural, agricultural
society to an urban, industrial one. While the big jump in the 1970s and '80s participation

rates for women reflects the women's movement and the shift toward smaller families, it is
part of a trend dating back to the beginning of this century. Although many believe that

women returned home from the workplace after the war, the statistics show that women have
sought work outside the home in ever-increasing numbers since 1941. This long-term trend
is, it seems, irreversible

1 he impacts of this trend are many, varied and pervasive. From stay-pressed fabrics to TV
chnri.I'rs, many of the time-saving conveniences and services available today were developed,
at least in part, to meet the needs of fiimilies that at one point might have depended on the
full-time work of a homemaker. From school nurses to city planners to telephone installers,
anyone who deals with the public should realize that in most households, there is no one at
holoe during the da. And for young peop1e, a balance needs to be struck between too much
employment and too little I or young men, intensive work involvement appears to
substantially increase the rick of dropping out of school. Among young women, however,
lack of employment is associated with the highest risk of dropping out.



Most women have two careers
At home and on the job

40. Labour Force Partidpation Rates,
Men and Women by Marital Status
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Prepared by the (entre for international Statistics

71%

Labour force participation rates are higher toi married men than tor single menind lower
for married women than for single women Married men are the most likely to be in the
labour force followed, in descending order, by single men, single women and married
women. But the gap between married women's and married men's participation in the

labour force is narrower than ever before 1n the past, women tended to hold iobs only until
they married. Most, by the age ot 23, had married and left the paid labour force to raise
families. ioday, most women, like most men, remain in the labour force before, during and
after marriage. Although mai ned women hae always worked, they have flocked to the paid
labour (twee in the last 20 years, bringing their participation rate up to hl (),, in 1992 from

42"o in 1975. I)uring the same period, the labour force participation rate of man ied men

declined from 83i-n to 77%.
Men are more likely than women to hae employment income ' Waal status evidentis

has some bearing on employment, hut its effect (litters accoi ch.% to gender While a higher
proportion of divorced women than married women hayc employment income, the reverse
holds true for men. Divorced men are less likely to haNe employment income than mai ned

mon. Married men have the highest emploment rates, followed lw disoiced men, dnorced

women and married women
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Armstrong"

The proportions of men and women who Ns ork full-vear, follow the same

pattern Married men are the most likely tr work full-time, full-year, followed by dis orced

men, divorced women ana married women Not surprisingly, marricd men also have the

highest average earnings, followed in the same order by the other groups 1 he differences in

average earnings between groups cannot he accounted for, however, by the differences in

their labour force participation 1 he earning pattern remains consistent even for full-time,

full-year workers: married men have the highest average earnings, followed by divorced men,

divorced women and married women. Among full-time, full-year workers, married men

averaged approximately $3,000 more than divorced men, who averaged about $9,000 more

than divorced women, who, in turn, averaged about $3,000 more than married women.

And so what?

As more and more women enter the work force, the family dynamic changes. The majority of

women are no longer at home on a full-time basis. As a consequence, responsibilities for food

preparation, laundry, cleaning and home maintenance, not to mention child care and elder

care, must be shared differently.
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Women on the job
A steady climb since 1941

41. Female Labour Force Participation Rates
by Marbal Status
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Prepared by the Centre far International Statistics

Married women joined the paid work force in increased numbers during World \Val II and
have never looked back. During the 50-year period between 19 11 and 1991, the labour forte
participation rate of married women increased steeply and geaddy from 5% to 61% I he
rate of growth of single women's laboui force participation was less consistent, decreasing
during the post-war period, but showing an overall increase from 47% to 67% over thL

ear period.

And so what?

Feminism was hardly born in the 1960s with the "women's liberation" movement One ot the
historical roots of that movement is Lertainly the sharp and steady growth in the
participation of married women in the labour force Since 1041, married women, as a group,
have shown little sign of reversing that trend
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The Vanier Institute
of the'Family

...families meet. the cost
of raising Children in

, many ways, including
increasing their incomes,
increasing.the amount of
rime spent in household
work, reallocating income
from other expenditures

, to child 04, or
decreasingtheir sayings...
families With children
spent less on food away
from home, tobacto and
alcohol, parental clothing,

'and recreation than
. families withOut children

regions... .
Robin A. Pouthitt

and loatpe Fedyk'

Children keep us working

42. Labour Force Participation Rates, Adults 15 - 64
(1991)
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Male or female, Canadians are generally more hkels to participate in the lab( air force if they
has c children at home While 68° o of all mai ned women are in the labour force, 71",, of
those with children under 18 pal ticirate, compared with lust 64"0 without children under 18.
fhe split i esen greatei tor men Among married men, 92"(i of those with children under 18
participate, compared with 811)i, for those without I or not-marned men, the difference is
es en greater 880ii ssith children under 18 versus 70"i, without Only among not-married
women is there a lower late of participation among those with children under 18 (60('()
se, sus (16°0

And so what?

Raising chddien is c wensise, so most patents today need lobs Ses en out of ten married
ssomen with children arc in the !about force, as are loughly nine out of ten married and
unmarried men with child! en 'IR in ten lone mothers are in the work force as svell. Their
lossel participation rate is due, in part, to the lower wages that women tend to earn as
compared with men'sts well as the laek of affordable child care and the direct employment
eosts they would mew for transpoitation, clothing, taws and so on. Their income potential is
often so loss that it makes more financial sense for man of them to stay home and scrape by
on 'social assistance, alimons or othei sources of subsistence income.



How times change!
Both parents employed in 7 of 10 families,
up from 3 in 10 twenty years ago

43. Employment Status of Husbands and Wives
With Children Under 19 Years of Age
(1990)
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Both parents work outside the home in most families In 1990, seven out of tcn couples os it h

children under 19 years of age %%ere dual-earner families rhis ls the reverse of twenty Nears

ago, when only 30% of such famihes were dual-cal ner " Both parents were fon-time
employees in 51io of families ss ith children under 19 Just 27°0 of families with dependent
children living at home followed the tiadnional male-bleadwinner model in which the
husband was employed full-time and the 1s.'ne woi Led at home

And so what?

In a very short time, the norms hae changed for Canadian families Dual-earner families
now constitute the large maionn of families Not everyone in society, however, hascaught

up with these changes. From work schedules to busincrss hoots to procedures foi dealing with

sick children at school, many rules and operating procedui es seem still to be based on tili

idea of a full-time homemaker available at home in even household To the e\ tent that such
rules and procedures fail to recognue the realities ol today's families, they will contmue to

cause stress for family members of all ages

I



nnu-s miming the kids?

44. Female Labour Force Participation Rates
by Age of Youngest Child
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45. Labour Force Characteristics of Women
by Age of Youngest Child
(1991)
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61%

27%

12%

thi'd Age 3 - 5
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Part-time

68%

23%

Child Age 6 - 15

76%

1990 1992

77%

1 15%

8%

No Child< 16
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INNot in labour force

1 he vast I11.1f0t Its Of anadian mothers are part of the paid lalpour force. This is true

regardless of the age of the childi en I yell among those mothers with children under the age

of three, the labour lot ce participation t ate is ewer 60"o. A I lilt st 709i, of mothers whose

young( st child is betsseen and '; ea rs old are in the labour force, as are over 7 5"0

mothers of school-age childt en
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These high labour force participation rates are new for mothers of young chiklren. In

1977 only 38% of mothers with children under the age of 6 were in the labour force. Just 15

years later, in 1992, 63% were labour force participants. Mothers of children between the ages

of 3 and 5 now participate in the work force at a greater rate (68%) than did vomen in 1977

who had no children or children over the age of 16 (66%).

Among lone mothers, labour force participation is consistently lower. Lone mothers with

children under the age of three had a participation rate of 41%, in 1991, increasing to 60%

for those whose youngest child is age 3-5, and to 62% for those with children between the

ages of 6 and 15.

Women with young children are more likely to have part-time employment than women

with school-age children.

And so what?

Women still assume primary responsibility for child rearing, particularly for preschool
children. As a result, women with children under six years of age continue to have a lower

labour force participation rate than women with older children. Nevertheless, the majority of

women with pr?school children are either employed or looking for rid employment.
Women often take unpaid leave from paid employment in order to raise children, either

by choice or necessity (i.e. unavailability of affordable child care). The implications of this

can he far-reaching, and may include losing ground in their careers as technological advances

outpace them, reduced contributions to pension plans, or part-time employment which may

offer fewer benefits.

Employers who overlook the special child care needs of these mothers of young children

do so at their own risk. Without flexible work options, these women are prone to incur

higher ratcs of absenteeism, job '.urnover and performance problems. Family-sensitive

personnel policies can help to alleviate some of these stressful and costly problems.
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Bringing home the bacon...
together
46. Earners in Husband-Wife Families

(1990)

Husband and wife 48%

Husband only 15%
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Prepared by the (entre for International Statistics

The traditional male "breadwinner" family is no longer the norm. Only 15% of husband-wife
families receive employment income from the husband only. Both husband and wife have

employment income in 62% of husband-wife families, up from an .stimated 34% in 1967. In
addition, children receive employment income in 21% of husband-wife families.

Dual-earner couples tend to be younger, possess a higher level of educational attainment,
occupy more professional positions and have few or no children.

And so what?

In most families today, both husbands and wives work. Many people, however, have a hard
time accepting this reality for a variety of reasons. Som. reel families should be like the ones
in which they were raised Some believe that,married women are working simply to obtain
"frills" or "luxui ies" for their families. The reality is, however, that most families need the
monetary contributions of both spouses in order to cover essential costs to pay the
mortgage, write the rent cheque, buy the groceries and clothe the children. Moreover, it is
not Just individual families that now depend on two wages. Indeed, the Canadian economy as
a whole depends on the capacity of families to adapt to new economic realities. The health of
the private sector is sustained, in large measure, by the expenditures families make in the
marketplace and the public sector services on which Canadians count are paid for with the
taxes contributed by both men and women.
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More than "pin money" but...

47. Contribution of Wife's Earnings to
Overall Family Income
(1991)

Wives without earnings 34%

Wives with earnings 66%

Wife's earnings as %
of total family income

50% or mote = 16%

40 -49% = 16%

30 -39% = 18%

20 -29% = 18%

10 -19% = 17%

<10% = 15%

Of the 4.1 million employed wives,

16% had earnings that amounted

to 50% or more of total family income.

Calculated by the Centre for International Statistks

Two thirds of all married women in 1991 had employment earnings. In almost one third of
dual-earner couples, wives' earnings contributed close to or more than one half of the

family's total income. However, relatively few (16%) of them had earnings that amounted to

50% or more of the total family income. And in fact, most working wives' earnings

amounted to less than one third of the family income. Though women have made progress

over the years in closing the earnings gap, they still earn only 70 cents for every dollar earned

by men*. As well, a higher proportion of women than men work part-time. Although many

women earn less than men, their earnings are often necessary to provide an adequate

standard of living for their families.

Refers only to full-time, full-year workers

And so what?

Family incomes have increased over the past two decades, but by far the largest increases have

gone to dual-earner families. During the 1970s, the real incomes of single-earner families

increased modestly. During the 1980s, the real incomes of such families actually fell, -vhile the

incomes of dual-earner couples rose slightly. The lesson for most families is clear: to get

ahead, having both spouses in the work force is not an option it's a necessity.

v:f
The Vanier Institute -

of the Family

I.
A rty increase in family
buying power can lit7
attributed almost entirely
,to the few of wanien.
4vorking, since we liziow
that between 1980 and
1988 there have been no
real gains in the earnings
of single-income families..
More than a third of
fanUlies where both
spouses work would be
below the poverty line if
they had to live on one
income.

Jeanne Morazoin

The lii.5torit al shift ot
w;nren into the workplace
has been going on fir a
century, but did not mail
a critical mass until die
1970s. The kink-term
impact of post-
industrialism on family

wasinagnified by the
effects of inflation. The.
skiff in the economy was

. reducing the number of
high-paying blue-collar
jobs for auto and steel
workers, and creating.a
demand for the low-
paying pinr-collar jobs
like typist and fileclerk.
Also, since the mid- 1960s,
the costs of food, housing,
edncation, and other
goods and services have
ris'en faster thtin the
average rizale
breadwinner's income.'
Despite their, lower pay,
married women's

'contributions to the
family income became
critical to maintaining
living standards in both
middle- anti working-class
families.

Arlene Skolnick

In the last rete'ssion in
1979, families held to lw
extremely flexible. atul we
sots/ vromen entetzg the
labour force it; ret fwd.
nuinbers. When the nevt
recession hit in 1989, they
hull in start whipg twit c
.as hard wstay in exactly
the samePlace. I (fur 'rem N
later, work ing harder isn't
eivigh. They've got to
sari u t ring bat k.

A la n
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_the diminishing inct.nne
prospects since the '70s
ale being generated Ii
'more (anti!), iiarners aim
ever before (although in
some cases it luny Straci.t
further berau"se (here are
fewer th Wren in
families). tven more
i rupoilatit ivhat is not
represented in the income
figure's: the extra costs
associated with acquirher
the income. There are
direct employment costi
such as.collimuting,
purchases of cl)thing and
equipment, taxes, training
expenses; there are
indirect costs associated
with child or elder care;
and there are all the costs
resulting from the loss of
domestic production sudt
as home niaintenance,
food preparation,
cleaning and laundering
mid so on. Looking at
income alone gives a false
representation of how
mud:better off families
are.

When the comprehensive
asts of obiainittg extra

income are calculated and
offset, the real income
gains are much smaller.

David P. Ross and
Clarence Lochheart"'

.9"
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Working more for less?
After big gains in the 170s, family incomes
flatten off despite more earners per family

48. Trends in Average Family income*
and Average Family Size

Thousands S Average Family Size

60 4

Family Income

50 3.8

40 3.6

30 3.4

, Family Size

20 3.2

3

1971 1976 1981 1986 1991

' In constant 1991 dollars

Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics

Between 1971 and 1991, average family illcome increased 29% while average family size

decreased 16%. On average, families in 1971 had an income of $40,045 (in constant 1991

dollars) and 3.67 :amity members. By 1991, average family income had increased to $51,856.
At the same time, family size decreased to 3.1 persons. As a result, average income per family

member jumped by 53%, from $10,911 in 1971 to $16,728 in 1991.
Most of the increase in family income occurred during the 1970s. One reason for this was

that more family members women, in particular joined the work force. Average family

income rose $11,168 between 1971 and 1980. Yet between 1980 and 1991, it only rose by

$643.

The impact of the recession of the early 1980s on family income was formidable. Average
family income slid for several years during the recession, and then took several more years to

climb back to its pre-recessionary level. It rose above that level for only two more years

before succumbing to the next recession.

And so what?

Canadian families are working more for less gain. When women entered the work force in
large numbers in the l970s, family incomes rose sharply. The gains through the '80s, though,

were painfully slow despite the labour force participation of most women. As a result, most
families now find it necessary to have more than one member earning an income.



NefFamily incomes going nowhere fast

Table V - Average Family huome* by Family Type

Families

Elderly families

Non-elderly families

Couples, no children
one earner
two earners

1980

($)

51,213

35,174

53,417

53,100

44,079

59,105

1989

($)

54,215

40,154

56,515

52,809

45,054

58,511

1991

(5)

51,856

38,8

54,094

:0,116

40,829

59,800

% Change

1980 91

-I 1 3

+9 6

4-1 3

-1 3

-7 4

i 1 2

Two-parent with children 55,224 60,087 57,678 4_1 1

one earner 42,486 46,214 42,237 -0 6

two earners 57,605 59,862 59,412 +3 1

3 or more earners 73,007 76,599 72,819 -0 2

I.one-parent males 34,649 -13,651 36,470 +5 3

Lone-parent females 21,930 24,110 21,712 -1 0

no earners 9,600 12,381 12,926 +14 6

one earner 21,871 24,618 21,730 t 8 5

in, onic bei,re his, in contani donar,

Prepred by the Centre lor International Statist I,

I P

Despite gains in the '80s, most families are making no more money now than the\ did 12
years ago. During the 1980s, average family income (in constant 1991 dollai s) increased tot

most family types. However, between 1989 and 1991 the i ecession laigely offset ttcse gains

By 1991, the average income of some family types particularly single-earnei families was

actually lower than in 1980.
Between 1980 and 1991, non-elderly single-earner couples with no children In ing at

home experienced a 7.4% decrease. Two-parent, single-earner families with children at homo
also experienced a decline. The most drastic decline was in the latter few years of that pei iod

Only the so-called D1NKS (Dual Income couples with No Kids) and lone, unemployed
mothers saw their incomes go up between 1989 and 1991 1 he avei age famil income tot
single-mother families with no earners increased during that period by 4 4%, and over the
decade by one third. This sounds like a lot, but these families had sudi low nkomes to begin

wit h that the increase had virtually no effect on their poverty rates 95% of them liced below

the poverty line in 1991.

And so what?

The modest increase in gross family income recorded ovei the last two decdes does not take

into account the heavier burden of taxation assumed by ( anadians In 1990, after-tax famil
income declined by 2.2% from the year before. A reduction in aftei ta \ family income of this
magnitude had not been seen since the recession of the early '80s It has been estimated
(Patrick Grady, (ilobe and Mail, November 5, 1992) that the aveiagc Canadian family paid
51,894 more in federal taxes in 1990 than it would have in 198 I Moreover, this Ind ease

reflects only changes at the federal level and not those at provincial oi municipal level By

1990, income taxes consumed almost 200" of family income, up from appiosimateh, 15"t, in

1980.
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Middle class not dead yet
Most Canadian families awe "middle-income"

49. Percentage Distribution of Families
by Level of Family Income
(1991)

Family Income (S)

Under 10,000 3%

10,000 19,999

20,000 - 29,999

30,000 39,999

40,000 - 49,999

50,000 - 59,999

60,000 69,999 10%

70,000 - 79,999 7%

80,000 - 89,999 5%

90,000 99,999 3%

100,000 and over 7%

Median Family Income in 1991 wos S45,515

lliere is evidence that
inithlle-

income jobs are takingr
declining share of the job
pie with employment

. growth primarily in high-
income or low-income,
low-skill positions.

I he Fconotnic Council
ofCanada'

12% 16%

Prepared by the (entre for International Statistics

In 1991, 28% of Canadian families had family inconles of less than $30,000, while 32% had

family incomes of .9,0,000 or more. The remaining 40% of families fell into the $30,0110 to

$60,000 range. At the extreme ends of the scale, 3% of families had less than $10,000, while

700 had more than $100,000. Ntedian family income the level at which half of Canadian

families make more and half make less was $45,515.

And so what?

These statistics on family income are rather encouraging, but they date back to 1990. That

was just at the onset of the current recession. The recession has caused or been triggered by

economic restructuring and wholesale job loss. Because so many of the jobs that have been

lost were those of older, highly-paid workers, the proportion of middle-income families may

be somewhat lower in 1994 than in 1990.
c:ommunities and governments tend to thrive when their families enjoy comfortable

incomes. low family incomes can be ruinous. They may result in health and social problems;

higher demand for services like training. counselling and social assistance; and lowered

government revenues to pay for these expenses.



Family incomes vary
from sea to sea to sea

Table VI Average Family Income in Constant (1990)
Dollars, Canada, Provinces and Territories,
(1985 and 1990)

1985

($)

1990

($)

Average Annual

Change (%)

Canada 47,087 51,342 1.8

Newfoundland 35,950 40,942 2.8

Prince Edward Island 37,905 43,295 2.8

Nova Scotia 41,001 44,001 1.5

New Brunswick 38,000 42,148 ?.-)

Quebec 43,048 46,593 1.6

Ontario 51,898 57,227 2.0

Manitoba 44,173 46,091 0.9

Saskatchewan 43,153 44,174 0.5

Alberta 50,713 52,346 0.6

British Columbia 46,873 52,403 2.4

Yukon Territory 50,114 56,034 1.4

Northwest Territories 49,757 55,795 2.4

Nepal vd h% the tt entre tot International .

In 1990, the average family income was $51,342. That's up from $47,087 (in constant 1990

dollars) in 1985 an average annual increase of 1.8%. In general, average famil)' incomes

were lower in the East and higher in the West, but Ontario had the highest average annual

income in both 1985 and 1990. Newfoundland and Prince Edward Island had the lowest

average family incomes in 1985, but exp;rienced the greatest increases between 1985 and

1990, at 2.8% annually. N,:vertheless, Newfoundland still has the lowest average family

income in Canada at $40,942.
Within these averages there are significant differences across the country. For example,

the Northwest Territories had the highest proportion of families with incomes of $100,000 or

more in both 1985 (8.3%) and 1990 (13.9%). This is probably the result of the isolation pay

and bonuses many employees receive there. The Northwest Territories also showed the

greatest proportional growth in such lamilies over the five-year period.

0» the other hand, the Atlantic provinces, which had the highest proportion of families
with incomes of less than $30,000, also had the lowest proportion of families with incomes in

excess of $100,000 (3-4%).
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As men and women age,
the income gap grows

Table VII - Number of Married Men and Women by
Age, Showing Proportion with Employment Income
and Average Earnings, 1990

1 tarried Persons With
Employment Income

% of all Average

Number Married rlarnings

. Employed Full-time
Full-year'

% of all Average
Married Earnings

Married Men** 5,284,430 80 35,956 55 41,282

By Age

15 - 24 166,235 90 18,782 42 24,273

25 - 34 1,399,290 95 31,000 65 35,408
35 44 1,635,390 95 39,507 70 43,678

45 54 1,152,425 94 41,938 68 46,235
55 - 64 728,435 75 35,417 50 42,105
65 & over 202,650 20 13,525 6 33,713

Married Women** 4,287,690 65 18,966 31 26,047

By Age

15 24 291,6 l0 80 12,227 30 18,312

25 - 34 1,355,710 79 18,269 37 25,290
35 - 44 1,366,115 80 23,991 40 27,978
45 - 54 836,635 73 20,493 38 26,883

55 64 371,605 43 16,944 18 24,065

65 & over 66,020 9 13,115 -,..

Individuals who worked in ii,r, s rvr WCtl. lot ii e.w I4 week. in PAM

Indtides ,onnnon l,iiv. hides inati led brit wparated.

Prepared by the ( entre to: inlet national Statt,th.,

Among married (including common-law) persons with employment income, the average

earnings of men in 1990 were almost double those of women. In every age group, the average

earnings of married men were higher than those of married women.

Among those who were employed full-time, full-year, average earnings for married men,

at $41,282, were substantially higher than average earnings for married women ($26,047).

Married woirm who were employed full-time. full-year earned only 63% of what their male

counterrrts earned in 1990.
The gap between the average earnings of married men and married women is narrowest

in the younger age groups, widening with every age group except among retired people. For

example, among married people aged 15-24 who work full-time and full-year, women

average 75% of men's earnings, decreasing to 71% in the 25-34 age group, and 64"'0 in the

35-44 age group. In the 55-64 age group, women average only 57% of men's earnings.

Average earnings for married men increase with every age group until peaking in the 45-

54 age group. Farnings for married women follow a similar pattern, although they peak

earlier (in the 35-44 age group) and much lower. Married men in their late forties and early

fifties are earning, on average, approximately $20,000 more per year than their female

counternarts.
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And so what?

Some say that the face of poverty is old and female. It's no wonder. If men lead women in
income, and that gap widens as they age, the income prospects for older women are poor

indeed. The implications for older women are chilling to be poorest at a time when one

needs more support and is less capable of fully independent living.

TheVanjer Inktitie
^ of tht. Family
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Divorce a good career move
for women?

Table VIII - Number of Divorced Moa and Women
by Age, Showing Propertion With Employment Income
and Average Earnings, 1990

l)ivorced Persons Ivith
Employment Income

: % of all Average

Number Divorced Earnings

Employed Full-time
Full-year

% of all Average

I >ivorced Earnings

Divorced Men"' 268,615 74 31,172 44 38,129

By Age

IS - 24 1,895 82 16,354 30 25,030

25 34 47,065 89 27,407 53 33,595

35 - 44 99,375 85 31,831 53 38,017

45 54 76,120 82 34,561 50 41,419

55 - 64 36,950 61 29,585 .: 383059

65 & over 7,215 19 22,926 6 33,531

Divorced Women"' 376,435 69 23,014 40 293020

By Age

IS - 24 3,825 67 12,436 -).....) 19,442

25 - 34 64,793 74 19,452 39 25,635

35 - 44 142,220 81 24,199 49 29,909

45 - 54 107,545 79 25,128 49 30,497

55 64 50,110 59 21,726 33 27,704

65 & over 7,925 14 15,425 4 24,382

lndividnAs who worked 4" to r.,2 week, lull tun,
" Xt ltIdes Whit MC sep.11,11Cd Orh.

PICrated I the I .ellire tor Intcrnattolial

Divorced women with employment income have higher average earnings than married

women, hut still lag far behind married or divorced men. Among those who work foll-time,

full-year, divorced women art considerably closer in average earnings to divorced men than

married women are to married men. Married women working full-year, full-time average

63% of married men's earnings, while divorced women work,rfull-year, full-time average

76% of divorced men's earnings.
Interestingly, divorced women have higher average earnings than married women,

whereas divorced men have lower average earnings than married men.

15



Single mothers are struggling

50. Percentage Distribution of Male and Female
Lone-parent Families by Level of Family Income
(1990)

32%
II Male I I Female

28% Number of Females 165,240 788,395

Average Income $40,792 $26,550

24%
Median Income $35,374 $21,364

Average Age of Parent 48 44

20%

16%

12%

8%

4%

Under 10. 20 30 40 50 60,000

10,000 19,999 29,999 39,999 49,999 59,000 and Over

Family Income (S)

Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics

There were almost one million lane parents in Canada in 1990, and the vast main, ity ot them

(83"0 were female. One of the most fundamental differences between male and female lone

parents is their very different economic circumstanies. 1 he average family income ot female

lone-parent families in 1990 was $26,550 which is only 65% of the male lone-parent average

family income of $40,792. Almost half (47%1 of female lone-parent families and one-quarter

(2.1"0 of male lone-parent families had family iiscomes under $20,000 in 1990.

Ihere are many reasons for the economic differ enies between male and female Inne

parents. Oil average, women earn less than men, ln addition, lone fathers tend to be older

and better-educated, have more labour force experience, and have nide! children '1 herr

careers are often established before they become lone parents and then it'ildren are often

already school-aged.

Finally, low levels of child support awarded by the courts and the high numbers of men

who do not, in fact, comply with the court orders are a significant cause of the Imanctal

hardship experienced by many lone mothers and their children

And so what?

N1ost single mothers and their children have muih lower family 'ninnies than other families

Thildren of poor families are more at-risk in almost every way 1 hes' tend to have more

health problems, fare worse at school than others, and develop more behavioural pi oblems

than other children. Their problems, in turn, a&it us all 1 hus the low incomes of the

growing number of families headed by lone mothers should be of real concern

I rL 0
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The short end of the stick
Women much worse off than men after
separation and divorce

51. Child Support and Alimony as a Percentage of
Recipient's Total Income by Redpient's Family Type
(1990)

40%

30%

20%

5 6% (s3,400r
-r-arp77-,

Females in

Husband/wife Families

Number in pm anthems iodates overage poymern recerea

Prepared by the (entre for International Statistics

36 2% ($7,900)

4rr

17 9% (S4,800)

Lone parent Pothers

Reapients

lone-females All Fantle Recipients

The vast majority (98"o) of alimony tecipients are women.' Accol ding to tax data, in 1990,

265,000 tepolted receiving ahmony. On average, these women teceived $4,900 in alimony

payments, lepresenting 14% of then tow, family income, which averaged $33,500. For the
men who paid aliniony, this ainounted to an avel age of 9% (if thew total incomes, which

avei aged $55,400.
)1 those women svho tei eived alimony, tsso in three ((r4%) were Ione mothers. One in

lout (27%) wet c in husband-wile families, and one in ten (9%) were lone persons with no

spouse or dependent children. On the other handihnost half (47%) of the men who paid
aln.my were lone persons, while 4(1% ssei e tir hushand-wde families.

Among those lone mothers who teceived alimony, those payments amounted to nearly
one fifth (17 9%) of then total income. Howeve-, many women who have been granted child
support by the courts never ieceive anything from then ex-spouses. In Ontario alone it i5

estimated that t het e ale 90,000 delinquent payers

'Revenue ( anada, the only rdiable source of infotmation on this topic, lumps alimony and
child support pavnrents under the heading "alimony
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And so what?

For most women, separation or divorce results in drastic reductions in income and a decline
in living standards. They feel the financial effects of divorce much more harshly than men do.
But divorced women, of course, are not alone in their discomfort. Their children usually
accompany them on their slide into poverty. So while the children of these families represent
just 3% of all Canadians, they constitute more than one quarter of all persons in low-income

Despite legislative attempts to improve the disadvantaged position of divorced women
and their children, things have not gotten much better for them. Two groups are particularly
affected: middle-aged women who were not in the work force when married, and women in
their thirties and forties who assume custody of their children. Even without counting the
many who do not receive court-ordered support payments, our high rates of separation and
divorce and the paltry nature of most support payments consign many Canadian women and

children to poverty.
As the Federal/Provincial Territorial Family Law Committee notes: "Any method of

determining child support should include or take into account the following principles:

#1 Parents have legal responsibilities for the financial support of their children.
Child support legislation should not distinguish between the parents or children on the

basis of sex.

#3 The determination of child support should be made without regard to the marital status

of the parents.
#4 Responsibility for the financial support of children should be in proportion to the means

of each parent.

#5 In determining the means of each parent, his or her minimum neo!s should be taken

into consideration.
#6 Levels of child support should be established in relation to parental means.

#7 While each child of a parent has an equal right to support, in multiple family situations

the interests of all children should be considered.

#8 The development.of any new approw:h to the determination of child support should
minimize collateral effects (e.g. disincentive to remarriage, joint or extended custody
arrangements and voluntary unemployment or underemployment; to the extent

compatible with the obligation to pay child support.""'



Many teens working too

Table IX - Employment and Average Earnings of
Teenagers (Aged !4 - 17) Living With Parents, 1993

Iota! Number of Youth Percentage with Average Earnings of

(Age 14 17) Living in Employment Those with
Age Parents' Household Income Employment Income

1 I 15 725,000 21% $2,293

16 17 715,400 69% $3,667

All (14 17) 1,440,400 45% $3,346

akulation, hs the ( entre tor Imernalional stansth..'

In 1993 there wet e almost a million and a half teenagers between the ages of 14 and 17 who
lived with their parents Of these, appioximately 648,200 (45%) had employment income.
Two out of ten of the younger teens and seven out of ten of the older teens had employment
income Average earnings wet e approximately 60% higher for the older teens than for the
younger teens, at least pm tly as a result of working more hours. Teenagers between the ages
of 14 and 17 who lived at home and had employment income in 1993 earned, on average,

$3,346 each Collectively, they earned over two billion dollars.

And so what?

\' bile most discussions about family Incomes focus on the incomes of marriage partners,
teenage children also account for significant earnings. Adolescent employment can contribute
to the development of good work habits and discipline, as well as contributing to the teen's
budget for personal expenses As well, many families need money from their children to help
make ends meet Yet teenage employment has both advantages and drawbacks. Studies have
shown that for males, thc lowest i isk of dropping out of school is for those who work
between one and 20 hours a week Those working more than 20 hours per week have the
highest risk For females, the highest risk of dropping out is for those with no job at all. Some
teenage Gmadians, it seems, are becoming as overburdened with school, work and family
commitments as adults Along with the overwork come some similar side effects stress,

reduced performance, and lack of personal or family time.

luG



Family poverty
Seniors escaping, single moms sinking

52. Poverty Rates Among Canadian Families
(1981 & 199!)

Poverty Rate (1.0)

70 0

60.0

50.0

40.0

30.0

20.0

10.0

21.9

13.0 13.1

iLl --
9.0

All Elderly

1981 I. __I 1991

18 4

7 7
3

9 7 10 7

ILII Ti

24 4

Couple, Two-parent Male

No children Lone-parent

Family Type

61 9

54 8
1-1

L_
Female

lone-parent

Prepared by the (entre for International Statistics

When Canadians refer to the poverty Ime, what they usually mean is Statistics Canada's Low
Income Cut-Offs (LICOs, pronounced "like-oze") LICOs vary accor ding to sire of
community and size of family. They attempt to gauge the amount of money families need In

order to live adequately. While not an official measure of povert), LICOs are popularly

interpreted and used as such.
Overall, the poverty rate among Canadian famihes was 13 I% in 1991, almost unchanged

from a decade earlier.
lowever, the data indicated that certain family types are far more vulnerable to povel ty

than are other family types. Roughly one in ten two-Nrent families was below the poverty
line in 1991, compared with six in ten female lone-parent families Poverty rates among

single-parent families have worsened substantially since 1981
The family poverty rate for almost all family types increased between 1981 and 1991,

some more dramatically than others The only exception was ekkrly families, which

experienced a plunging poverty rate, from 21 9% in 1981 to 9% in 1991 The Lhange came

about because governments made it a priority to reduce poverty among seniors
"Working" families with children are not immune to poverty In 1991, earned inLomes

were reported by 84% of poor couples with children and by 47% of lone mothers .1
Since 1982, more and more Canadians have had to turn to social assistame (welfare) In

the early '90s the recession contributed heavily to steep increases in welfare rolls High

unemployment, combined with cutbacks to Unemployment Insurance horter eligibility

periods, lower benefits) have hastened the desLeni from employment to unemployment to

welfare for many Canadian families. In no province do welfare payments come dose to

keeping families above the poverty line
In March1993 approximately 2,975,0011 persons about one in nine Canadians were

receiving social assistance.

CM AVE Tal
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And so what?

Incredibly, three out ot every ten poor families lived more than $10,000 below the poverty

line in 1991 file average poor family had $7,429 less

Ironically, most of Canada's poor would ted well-oft if their incomes even came close to

the poverty line It would represent a substantial Improvement in their standard of living, in

some cases doubling or triplmg their actual incomes

The poverty line in 1991 ranged from $13,799 for a family of two in a rural community to

$37,833 foi a family of seven in a large city like Toronto Almost 30% of Canada's 949,000

poor families lived more than $10,000 below the poverty line That means there were

276,000 families struggling along on the equivalent of $3,799 for the rural family of two

$316 per month ot $27,833 for the big-city family of seven

53. How Poor is Poor?
Depth of poverty shown as $ below "poverty line"
(1991)

S I S1,000 S2,000- S3,000 - $5,000 S7,500 SI0,000 -

999 $1,999 S2,999 $4,999 $7,499 $9,999 & more

75,920 75,920

94,900

132,860 132,860

161,330

EMI Number of families below the "poverty line" Number of poor ford es 949,000
275,210

Prepared by file Centre for Interodonal Stattics

The good nesss is that Canadians have proven that poverty can be beaten. The major drop in

poverty rates for senior families proves that shen gt,vernments get serious, poverty can be

alleviated

1 1 1



No progress on child poverty

54. ChHd Poverty Rates by Family Type

70%

60%

SO%

40%

30%

20%

10%

lone Mother

lone Father

All Families

Two Parents

1981 1983 , 1985 1987 1989 1991

Prepared by the (entre far International Statrstks

The child poverty rate fell dramatically throughout the 1970s In part, this was due to more

women entering the paid labour force, which boosted family incomes The recession of the

early 1980s ended the downward trend in child poverty, however The late, climbed steadily

throughout the first half of the 1980s. In 1985, the rate began to drop again, until the next

recession in the early 1990s.
In effect, there was little overall progress against child poverty in the 1980s While the

children in two-parent families fared slightly better, this was largely offset by increases in

poverty among the children of single-parent mothers. In 1991, as the recession deepened,

there were 1,210,000 children (18.3%) under the age ot 18 who wet e living in poverty,

compared with 998,000 children

And so what?

(15.2%) ten years earlier.

With widespread unemployment and economic restructuring over the past decade, it should

not be surprising that so many children are living with their parents in poverty

Child poverty is costly to society as a whole Poor children have more health and social

problems, and many grow up to become adults with problems that arc expensise for society

to resolve. Child poverty is resistant to quick fixes Periods of slow economic growth and

high unemployment deprive governments of the resources to alleviate child poverty Yet as

the experience with senior families has illustrated, governments can substantially reduce

poverty when they are determined to do so.
Canadians are currently experiencing many at the conditions under which poverty

thrives: a slow economy, high divorce rates, high unemployment, inadequate education, lack

of sufficient child care options, low wages (especially for women), and cutbacks to social

programs.

1 1 2
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Most poor children live in
two-parent families
55. Who Do Poor Children Ulm, With?

1980

Two parents 62%

Someone else 5%

Female lone parent 33%

1991

Two parents 54%

Someone else 5%

Female lone parent 41%

Prepared by the Centrft for International Stotrstrcs

Most children living in single-parent families are poor Moq poor children, however, live in two-
parent families In 1991, 54"t, of Canada's poor children lived in two-parent families (657,000

childi en) 41% lived in single-mother families 1496,000 children), and the remaining 5% lived
either in single-father families cm in other circumstances Among children in two-parent families,

the poverty rate was 11 7"o, in sharp contrast to that among children in single-mother families, at

65 8% Two out of every three children in single-mother families lived below the poverty line!

And so what?

In 1992, the families of approximately 900,000 children had to count on food banks at various
times awing the year.

Before the recession ot the early 1980s, food banks didn't even emst in Canada. Today, there

arc 136 operating across the country, a grim reminder that poverty and hunger arc serious

problems even in a relatively wealthy country like Canada
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Making ends meet

Table X - Average Expenditure of Urban Canadian
Househo:ds* on Selected Goods and Services

v'f

Average Expenditure

($)

Percentage of Income
(%)

Housing 8,304 14 5
1 I

(;roceries 4,995 8 7

Clothing 3,049 5 3

Income taxes 12,577 21 9 I I

Property taxes 1,724 3 0
I

Homeowner insurance 380 0 7

Life insurance 714 1 ?

Savings'. 6,439 11 2
r

Recreation 2,880 5 0

I he households sontained in the bove table in, ludt at kast on, c.. nsus Wolfs
Savings indude voluntary savings, annual contributions to go., rnment and truste,d pyrision plans Ind ,ontributions to lac

insurance annuities and life insurance premiums.

Mut,: Average urban households consisted of approximattls thret pLople and had an ascragc muune of $57,111 in 1990

Prepared by the Centre for International Statistic

What do Canadian families spend, and on what? The average urban Canadian household
spent approximately one seventh of its income oil housing, one fifth on income taxes, one
tenth on groceries, and one twentieth on clothing This is onb, a limited list of the average
Canadian expenditures. ft does not include what Canadians spend on basic phaimaccutical
necessities such as toothpaste and shampoo, dentist bills, occasional meals in restaurants, or
the daily newspaper. Caution must be used when analy/ing the above figures since over halt
(53%) of these households were married couples with single children and only one in ten
were single-parent families. These three-person families in general were more prosperous

than many other groupings. Larger families spend more on housing, groceries and clothing,
while the single-parent families had, generally, lower incomes so they saved less, spent less on

recreation, and spent a greater proportion of their income on the necessities.
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Baby needs new shoes
Couples with children lead family spending
race, lone parents left in he dust

56. Average Yearly Expenditure by Family Type
(1990)

Thousands

S16

S14

512

SIO

S8

56

54

52

Housing Food

1111 Couples without children

I I
Personal Taxes

r 11 Couples with children

Savings Recreation

lilt Lone-parent families

Note: Chart uses 1990 family Expenditure Survey. Sample is restricted to persons living in private households in 17 largest CMAs (Census Metropolitan Areas)

in Canada, therefore expenditures are likely to be higher than those found for Canada as a whole.

Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics

Some families earn a lot more than others, and their spending patterns reflect this. In 1991,

avcrage incomes tOr lone-parent families were less than half what married couples with
children averaged who in turn earned just a little more than childless married couples.
In every category except savings*, in which childless couples led, married couples with

children spent the most.
More mouths to feed means more spending on the necessities: food, clothing, housing

and health care. Married couples with children averaged nearly 4 people per family. Lone-
parent families averaged 2.6 people. Married couples with children also paid the most in

personal taxes followed by childless married couples. Lone-parent families paid less than a

third of what married couples with children paid in personal taxes, but their incomes

averaged less than half those of married couples with children. Lone parents spent least on

basic necessities and personal taxes, and they saved least.

"Includes voluntary savings; annual contributions to government and trusteed pension plans;

and contributions to life insurance annuities and premiums.
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How come we've got no money left?

Table Xl - Where Did the Money Go?*

Married Married Couples Lone-parent

Purchases Couples With Children Families

Average Family Income $ 5/,231 $ 64,70: $ 29,917

Average Number

of Persons/Family 3.8 2.6

Food from store 3,809 5,792 3,949

Restaurants 1,835 1,960 1,196

Principal accommodation 7,215 9,276 6,073

Reading materials 299 31) 198

Education 654 991 702

Tuition 711 1,022 767

Clothing 2,394 3,506 2,111

I)rycleaning 160 110 127

Health 851 1,035 660

Health care insurance 434 578 398

Recreation 2,598 3,234 1,711

Lottery tickets 179 173 106

Personal taxes 11,432 14,633 1,664

I his is only a partial hAt lannly expenditures and does inn Include. among other things. costs ot transportatIon,

charitable donations, household maintename and ,apital expenditures 51k h is lunmtne and appliances.

Prepared lie the (.:entre for International Statistio

Although the average incomes of lone-parent families are much lower than those of other

families, many of their expenses, particularly for the necessities, are nearly as high. In 1990 in

Canada's biggest metropolitan areas, they spent 91%, on average, of what childless couples

did on groceries, although they spent much less in restaurants. They spent 84% of what

childless couples did on housing. With more people to house, though, this suggests that their

accommodations were substantially lower in quality than other families'. Married couples

with children averaged half again as much ($9,276) for housing as lone-parent families

($6,073). On clothing, lone-parent families spent almost as much ($2,111) as childless

couples ($2,394) and 60% of what married couples with children spent ($3,506).

And so what?

In the early years of marriage, young couples have lower earning potential and lower

expenses. As they age, couples, on average, increase their earning power, but their expenses

grow as they add children to their families. The basics are expensive for all families.

A family can shave only so much from its budget. On basic necessities, it is very difficult

to cut spending beyond a certain point. The breakdown of spending by family types shows

that despite their low incomes, the spending of lone-parent families on essential items was

similar to that of other families. I.00king beyond these rough figures, it becomes clear that

imt getting by is a lot tougher for some families than for others.

1 1 G

The Vanier Institute
of the Family

Economists expectizig
cotpumer.spending to lead
us met of recession might
look at faMily incomes

''amf then place their hopes
elsewhere.

Between 1973 and 1990,
real gross family income
per earner for the
population aged 15-64

,grew by 11 (?4), and for tlw
,..younger families 15-29 it

grew by 3%.
David P. Ross and

Clarence lochhead'''

Couple's who fight aboM
.money argpe more often
aboilt how it is to be spent
than about how nyuNt .

(hey

Phill p Blumstein and
Pepper Seliwartz''

A bout 9, of cpv average
Canadidn family's
expemliture could be
classified as going toward
the purchase of durable
goods, .5"n of whkh is
rktrilmtalrte ro cu'lthle
pirchase.

Robin A. Douthitt and
Joanne 1 edvk'
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Children are biggicket items

Table XII - The Cost of Raising a Child

Boy

A10. I ood ( nil,,,

Ht. a

1 are

Per,onol
( are

Re,reatvini
School I ransporIalion

( 101,1

Care Shelter '15,tal

Infant 1,111 1,654 182 0 0 0 1,96 i 1,800 9,008

1 901 101 182 78 307 0 5,825 1,949 9,647

2 971 111 182 78 307 0 4,850 1,92:, 8.746

; 97 i 111 211 78 307 0 4,850 I .902 8,784

4 1 126 410 24 1 -8 307 0 4.850 1,902 9,1 17

5 1,126 110 211 78 388 31 4,850 1,902 9,249

b 1 126 611 2 11 78 499 11 3,453 1,902 8,165

7 1,416 6 2 11 75 707 31 3,153 1,902 8,480

8 1,116 611 2 11 75 707 31 3,453 1,902 P 480

1,116 099 211 -5 707 31 3,453 1,902 1,507

10 I 618 059 2 11 75 707 $1 3,45; 1,002 8,689

II 1.018 059 2 11 75 707 ;1 3;153 1,902 8,689

12 1,618 986 211 1 i ) 723 276 (.902 5,881

11 I ,7n4 986 '11 111 723 270 0 1,902 6,026

I 1 1,761 986 21, 113 815 271, 0 1,902 6,1 .8

I S 1,70 ) 937 2 11 '67 93 276 0 1,902 0,381

10 2,068 097 211 207 97 1 276 1) 1,902 6,685

17 2,068 957 24 1 267 973 276 0 13902 6,683

18 2 068 957 211 267 813 270 0 1,902 6,525

Girl
I 1, alth Personal Re, reallow (1011,1

I ood ( ( arc 1 ate Sdlool TransN,rtation ( nc Shellet Total

Wan, 1,111 I 09) 182 0 11 0 3,961 I,80n 93008

1 901 411 182 78 307 0 5.82; 1,949 0,0; :.

2 971 419 182 78 107 1) 4,850 1,923 8,765

I, 971 419 211 78 107 0 4,890 1.902 8,802

4 1,126 448 24; 78 107 0 4,850 1,902 9,154

5 1 126 118 211 -8 188 91 .1,850 1,91)2 9,266

6 1,126 618 241 78 499 31 3,453 1,902 8,180

7 1,155 648 241 75 707 il 3,153 1,902 8,414

8 1,11; 1,18 211 7; 707 31 3,451 1,902 8.414

9 1,155 651 2 11 7; 707 31 3,453 1.902 8,417

10 1,110 651 211 7; 707 31 3.451 1,902 8,499

11 1.4 16 6i1 211 7; 707 11 3.453 1,902 8,499

12 1,116 1,002 211 216 723 276 0 1.902 ,818

I 1 1,550 13812 211 216 723 270 0 1,902 53111

14 1,910 1 002 211 216 815 271, 0 1,902 63)2 1

I -, 1 550 1 017 241 29 1 973 276 0 1,902 6,284

In 1,596 13017 211 29 ) 973 276 0 1,902 6,289

17 1,55; I 047 211 29 1 973 276 0 1,902 6,289

18 I ,;;; 1 047 211 291 XI 3 276 1,902 0,129

linanual Post

It can cost $150,000 or mole to raise a child to age 18. That's what Manitoba's Agriculture

Ministry figuies show, based on average prices for consumer goods and day care in Winnipeg

in 1992 That's probably close to the Canadian average, since Winnipeg prices are lower than

in bi&ger cities and possibly higher than in some smaller centres.

By fai the biggest cost for children under 12 is child care. The cost of licensed care ranged

from about $3,500 per year for oldei childien to $5,825 for one-year olds. The next most

expensive items were food, which steadily increases as children grow, shelter and clothing

Boys tend to eat more, while girls tend to cost moic to clothe.
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And so what?

Children may be priceless but any parent knows they're not cheap. The average one-child,
middle-income family that owns its own home and that has both parents in the work force
spends about 15% of everything the parents earn to feed, clothe, house, educate and care for

their son or daughter. If that family has two children, they will spend almost a quarter of
their gross family income on their children, and those families with three or more children
invest almost a third of their before-tax income in their children. While the costs of a
newborn tend to be high, costs in subsequent years tend to remain fairly consistent until the

teen years.
Flow do adults adjust to the increased demands on their finances when they become

parents? First, they can devote more time to their jobs in order to bring home bigger pay
cheques. They don't eat out as much, and mothers and fathers tend to spend less on
themselves than they did before they "started a family". Savings is one category of
expenditure that takes a back seat to the immediate costs of raising children.

The generally high cost of child care, as a proportion of family income, is an important
factor that parents take into account when deciding whether both parents should work
outside the home. This is particularly true in the case of those families with low or modest
incomes with more than one child. The break-even point, where it becomes more

economical for the wife or husband to stay home probably comes somewhere between

two and fOur children, at least for those parents in lower-paying jobs.

The Vanier Institute
of the Family



rig Plate roof over four walls
Add love mid/or children

57. Percentage of Family Households*
Owning Their Home
(1991)

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

82% 82% 81%
78%

73%

79%
16%

73% 73% 74%

67%
64%

35%

Canada NF PE NS NB QC ON MB SK AB BC YT NT

S720 $432 S507 $559 $482 $658 S851 $611 $573

Average Owner's Monthly Shelter Costs

' Private households, containing at least one census family includes form & reserve dwellings

Prepared by the Centre for International Stahstes

58. Percentage of Family Households*
Renting Their Home
(1991)

80%

60%

40%

20%

27%

Canada

22%
19%

33%

27%

22%
20%

NF PE NS NB QC ON MB SK

$724 S684 $726 S951

26%

AB

26%

BC

34%

YT

65%

NT

S591 $454 $514 $526 $443 $510 $674 $488 $468 $579 $674 $592 $516

Average Renter's Monthly Gross Rent

Prorate households, containing at least one census family includes farm & reserve dwellings

Prepared by the Centre tor International Statntics

In 1991 the average monthly shelter cost tor C,machan home owners was $720. (Shelter costs
include mortgage payments, property taxes, utilities, and, where applicable, condominium

tees 1 The average cost for renters $591 a month Despite the higher monthly costs,

almost three-quarters (73%) of family households owned their own homes

119



The Vanier Institute
of the Family

Average monthly rental costs varied less across the ceatry than did home ownership
costs. Average rents ranged from $443 in New Brunswick to $674 in Ontario and British
Columbia. Average home owp.:rship costs paged from $432 in Newfoundland, to $951 in

the Northwest Territories.
Home ownership costs appear to have considerable influence on a family's decision to

buy or rent, more so than average rental costs. In the Northwest Territories, where the
average shelter cost for homeowners is $231 above the national average, only 35% of
residents own their own homes, In Newfoundland, Prince Edward Island, and New
Brunswick, on the other hand, where average monthly ownership costs were about $500 or
less, more than 80"6 of families owned their own homes. Of course, other factors may be at
play as well. People who move often, or know they will settle only temporarily in a location,

may be less inclined to purchase. Those in rural areas may be more able to construct their
own homes and thereby reduce costs.

And so what?

Those who rent pay a bit less, but they receive a lot less. Homes are the greatest assets most
families own. They provide economic security, equity, and "a place to call your own,"

Where home prices are high or incomes are low or uncertain, families are less likely to
buy homes. Today's tough economic climate, along with high home prices, makes it hard for
young families to establish themselves by buying that first home. Others find it hard to keep
their family homes: the laid-off older worker, the divorced woman and her children, the
older woman living On a widow's pension.

And for some, the decision to rent or own is entirely academic, as an increasing number
of families have found themselves homeless in recent years. One of the most effective pro-

family policies could be to help ensure that families can own their own homes and keep

them.

Sludter, whether a house
or apartment, Owned or
rented, is the single largest
dollar expenditure that
Ontario fanfilies make
over a life course. Shelter
c:osts are the hilliest day-
to-day living expendituces
that most families incur.
What on individual
family can afford
influences the quality'both
of the housing and of the
surrounding
neighbourhood that will
be accessible to it. Simply
stated, and with relatively
few exceptions, poor
families are more likely
than others to live in poor
housing ina poor
neighbourhood. They are
also far less likely to own
(heir homes am) more '

likely to remain renters
throughout their lives.

Christine Kluck Davis
"
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The Vanier Instittne"*
of the Family

80",. pf families headed by
a senior own their own
homes, 72% of them
mortgage-free.

In 1987, of older
Canadians said they
would prefer to stay in

-their own homes as long
possible. 20% indicated

tlutt they would consider
cashing in home equity to
pay for in-home care to
eliminate or pos(poqe the
need to be
institutionalized.

The National Advisory
Council on Aging"'

the single parent lives.as
one adult in a worhl
designed for nuclear
families. Housing options
mnst be both supportive
and niaintainable.
Housing for single-parent
iamilies must be designed
ta prosjde secure, safe,
and appropriate housing,.
and rulequate facilities for
child rearing.

. Aron N. Spector and Fran
klodawsky'
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Ours and the bankfs
One third of Canada's families have
mortgages, another quarter of them rent

59. Family Households* by Tenure
(1991)

6.3 Million Family Households

Owners with mortgage 39.5%

23% of those with mortgages hove
shelter costs totalling 30% or more

of their household income"

Renters 27.7%

29% of renters hove gross rental costs
totalling 30% or more of their
household incomes"

Owners without mortgage 32.8%

Private one family households in tenant or owner occupied non.farm, non-reserve dwellings

1990 household income

Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics

There are 6.3 million one-family households in Canada (excluding those on reserves or

farms). Out of every fifteen, live of the residences are owned outright by their occupants,

another six are owned but mortgaged, and the other four are rented.

Of the 4.5 million families that owned their own homes in 1991, 55". of them had

mortgages. Almost one quarter (231lim) of the mortgaged households had total shelter costs

amounting to 300() or more of their total I 99(1 family income. Most government agencies

consider that level of spending to indicate "core housing need." Still, homeowners were much

less likely than renters to spend high proportions of their income on shelter. wenty sine

percent of the 1.7 million families who rented housing spent 30% or more of their incollw on

shelter costs.

And so what?

To quote Aron N. Spector and Fran Klodawsky: "The majority of urban Canadian adults are

assumed to move from the family home to a series of rental accommodations, then to a

single family owner-oLcupied home designed for child rearing, and possibly back to a

condominium or rental unit (Social Planning Council of Metropolitan Toronto, 1979). The

design of much of the Canadian urban housing product is predicated on the assumption that

during the full extent of the life cycle, each household unit is occupied by either a single

unattached individual or a single nuclear family, headed by a husband and wife. Extended

family households, containing multiple unit families, are becoming far less common. In

addition, older children have, within the last two decades, more frequently left the family

. home while older adults have joined separate communities away from younger adults raising

children. An impact of all of these trends has been an increasing demand for separate housing

units each occupied by a smaller number of people."'"
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Canadians plugged in
to bare necessities

Table XIII - The Luxury Goods Canadian Families Own
(1990)

Telephone lines
one
two or more

Number of Families

6,539,398

530,983

% of Families
_

91 9

7 5

Colour TV 7,026,600 98 7

Microwave oven 5,909,341 83.0

VCR 5,848,094 82 1

Cable TV 5,170,762 72 6

Gas barbeque 4,385,823 61 6

Dishwasher 3,752,208 52 7

2 or more vehicles 3,719,189 57 )

CD player 2,063,846 29 0
:

Home computer 1,690,397 23 7

Call waiting 1,559,730 21 9

Video camcorder 908,001 12 8

Swimming pool 562,062 7 9
I

Snowmobile 547,769 7 7 I I

Vacation homes (in Canada) 504,126 7 1

Travel. trailer 364,979 5 1

Cakulations by the Centre for International Statistics

A colour television and at least one telephone line have become staples in almost every
Canadian household. Almost 100% of Canadian families have these items But not as many
families have the accessories. Seventy-two percent rent cable TV service Microwave ovens

and VCRs are becoming common acquisitions. Most Canadian households have both. The
luxury goods that many Canadian families still do not have are the big-ticket items ascociated

with recreation: vacation homes, travel trailers, swimming pools, and snowmobiles Less than

10% of families own these items. Interestingly enough, automobiles are not categorized in

this survey among the so-called luxury items. In fact, about eight of ten Canadian households

own a private vehicle.

a

And so what? I

t

I

Judging by the luxuries we own, Canadians look quite prosperous There are some luxury

items that most Canadians have, regardless of income We are fairly sparsely populated, so it

isn't surprising that we spend a lot on communications phones, TVs and accessories Even

among the poorest one-fifth of Canadfan households, 94.5% owned a colour TV in 1992

However, fewer than half (47.9%) c 'these same poor households owned VCRs, compared

with 78.8% of middle-income households and 91 5% of the wealthiest households.

FIST COPY AVAkiiElf



The more thifils change...
Despite chungul uttitudes, women still do
the lion's share of household work

60. Percentage of Women and Men Who Particpate
Daily in Selected Household Chores*

100%
94%

80%

60%

40%

20%

80%

51%

Without Children at Home

53%

Wilh Children at Home

- -

11111 Women Li Men
' Household chores, as defined by Stutistics Canada in the General Social Survey, include meal preparation and clean.up, indoor and outdoor cleaning,

laundry, home repairs and maintenance, gardening, pet rare, bilIpoying, ond traveling to and from these household chores.

Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics

Most Canadian adults in 1986 did household chores on a daily basis. Women, however, were
doing substantially more of them than men. Four in five women without children at home
and fully 94% of women with children at home participated in daily chores. For men, the
presence of children had little effect. Their daily participation rate for household chores was
only two percentage points higher (53% compared with 51%) with children than without

them.
Nof only do more women than men participate in daily household chores (which

includes housework), they tend to spend considerably more time each day on them. On
average, women with children spent 3 hours and 22 minutes and women without children
spent 2 hours and 39 minutes. Among the men who participated daily, those with children
averaged 2 hours and I minute, and those without children averaged 1 hour and 49 minutes.
This indicates that the presence of children in the household has a profound effect on the
amount of daily chores performed by women, and a comparatively mild effect on the amount
performed by men. In turn, it is likely that having children would also mean very different
things for men and women in terms of time available for personal and leisure pursuits.

In many specific job categories, on any given day in Canada, women did overwhelmingly
more than men. TWO and one-half times as many women as men prepared meals (77%
compared to 29%), and they averaged 30 minutes more daily on this (1 1/4 hours against
3/4). Almost four times as many women as men (54% to 15%) cleaned up after meals and 4.5

times as many (45% to 10%) did indoor housekeeping.

For employed women and men, the spread is even bigger. Eighty-nine percent of married,
employed women did housework every day. This compares with 51% for men.



Have things changed since 1986? Although wives' responsibility for housework declined
as their work force involvement increased, husbands, in general, did not take up the slack In
full-time, dual-earner families in 1992, women spent about 1 2 hours more on unpaid work
than did their male partners. Men in these families also enjoyed, on average, 50 minutes
more free time per day than did their spouses In fact, women in general, devoted an average
of 1.2 hours per day on cooking and meal clean up compared to 22 minutes for men
Similarly, women spent an average of 1 1 hour per day on housecleaning and laundry in
comparison to men's 13 minutes

Only in the areas of household maintenance and repair did men spend more time than
women, 19 minutes per day for men compared to 4 minutes for women

And so what?

Suggestions of the appearance of a "new-age ,nan" or a "new model of fathering" may be
premature. Although there has been a slight change among younger and better-educated
couples, most marriage partners appear to be following traditional patterns of household
work allocation. This works well for most men, but women, understandably, are less satisfied
As employment for married women becomes more common, we can expect to see a harsh

impact on these women. Since they work so much at home, it should not be surprising it
many emplo7ed, married women are constantly exhausted And it should not be surpi ising
to see more marriages suffer from tensions created by the unequal division of household
work.
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A woman's work is never...
valued

61. Average Value of Household Work*:
Men and Women
(1986)

Thousands

Slo

S14

S12

510

S8

$6

$4

S2

$7,039

S13,307

$5,196

510,143

Replacemont Cost Opporiunity Cost

IIII Men r I Women

' Included in lousehold we.,' are food pepartaiton, cleaning, clothing care, recpairs/rnamenance, gardening, pet core, shopping and child core.

Prepored by the Centre for International Statistics

It is hard to calculate the exact worth of unpaid household work.
There are two established methods of assessing its value The first is to calculate the

opportunity cost of household work That's th,2 value of other work not done while doing
household work The second is to calculate the replacement cost what it would cost to hire

others to perform each household task For (xample, if you wash and iron a shirt, what
would A cost to send it to the cleaner?

Either method can be deceiving Since :nen, on average, earn more than women, their
missed opportunity costs will generally exceed women's Men's household work will,
therefore, have a higher value, in theory At the same time, men generally do more outside
work and home repairs, while women typically cook and clean more. Wages for "men's"
work are generally higher than wages for "women's" jobs, resulting in higher replacement

costs for the jobs that men tend to do at home. Either way, comparisons of equal amounts of
work performed by men and women will tend to result in higher values for men than for

women
Despite all this, and using either method, the dollar value of the household work

performed by women is far higher than that performed by men. That's because women as a
group and on average contribute far more of their time to such work.

The dollar value of household work is enormous The replacement cost value of
household work in 1986 was nearly 5200 billion nearly 40% of Canada's gross domestic

product (GDP ).""
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How easily we could turn

' a the tables on the

a I14. economists if we all
decided that from

a I 1 SO .1 .11 .
tomm row morning, the. a .04 work of the domestu

II SO "a p economy should be paid

a a a a a for. Instead of cooking
dinner for her own lot,

. a GO a
each housewife would feed

a her dinhbouis at tegular
a a restaurant rates, then

they'd co6k for her family
and get then money back
We'd do each other's
housework and gardening
at award fates. Big money
would change hands nlien,
we fixed each other's tap
washers and electric plugs
at the plumbers' and
electriciaqs' rates
Without a scrap of extra
work tbe gross national
pr oduct would go up by a
third ova,: night We would
increase that tolialf if the
children rei ed each
others' backya and
paid each other as lay
supervisors, and,we uld
double it If we all w nt to
bed next door at regular
massage parlour rates.

, Our econoimsts would
unmediately be eager to
find out what line of
investnient was showing
such fabulous growth in
capital/output ratio.
They'd find that housing
was betteredonly by
double beds and they'd
recommend a massive
switch of investment into
both

Hugh St,etto,i '
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' Volunteers come Patna..
variety of ocettpations and -;
backgrounds and .

volunteering provides tin
outlet for taletaS not used,
or appreciated,.on thefob:
or fathehotne.'A thitri
e,xecutive plies carpecitrY
skills co build.itents for. .

saleat chnich bazaars;:a
doctor acts in thet6cal '
theatre, a childless'
electrician is also a Big
Iirother;a farm housewife
from Saskatchewan .

attends board meetings in .
Toronto twice a year, a .
public servant in the

` transport ministry.writes
&refs'ochiid weYare,

, acconntant teaches
swintming to children
with disabilities, and a
local merchant'toaches
iniseball. These are the
kinds of timeually
beneficial pairings \
Provided by volimpry
activitit.

The National Voluntary
Organization'4'

Doing our bit
Volunteering in Canada on the rise
despite inuease in dual-earner families

62. Where Do People Volunteer?

Religion 17%

Leisure, recreation and sports 16%

Education and youth development 14%

Other 11%

taw and iustice 1%
International 1%
Environmental and wildlife 2%
Arts, culture, humanities 4%
Other 3%

Economy 6%

Community 8%

Multi-domain 9%

Health 10%

Social services 9%

Prepared by the (entre for laternationai Statistks

Despite all the demands on family time, the number of people who participate in volunteer
work is still high. In 1987 there were 5.3 million people aged 15 and older who formally
volunteered in 9.2 million volunteer positions. This accounted for over a quarter (26.8%) of

all Canadians in that age group. The number of volunteers has nearly doubled since 1980,
when there were 2.7 million volunteers, 15% of the over-fifteen population. Voluntary
participation peaked in the 35-44 year-old age bracket.

Married people volunteer at a greater rate than single people. Employed married women
had the highest participation rate. Employed persons of both sexes tend to have higher
participation rates than those who are unemployed or not in the labour force.

Collectively, the 5.3 million volunteers contributed over 1 billion hours of their time

within a 12-month span. This is equivalent to 615,000 full-time full-year positions. In
addition to their time, volunteers spent $842 million in out-of-pocket expenses directly

related to their volunteer activities.

The majority 56% of Canada's volunteers are women, and almost 30% of women

volunteer. The participation rate for men is 24%.

And so what?

We tend to undervalue the things we do not pay for. Until recently, at least, that was our
attitude toward housework. And that attitude still persists with volunteer work. Yet
volunteers contribute an enormous amount to society, often performing highly skilled jobs

for free. Much of their work consists of personal service to some of the most vulnerable
members of society: the elderly, the infirm and the disabled. Who would do this work, if

volunteers were not available to do it? Will women, the traditional backbone of the voluntary

sector, be able to continue this role, despite the double burden of increased hours of
employment and predominant responsibility for housework that most carry? And, as society

ages, will the number of available volunteers taper off?
Volunteer work makes our communities healthy and human. Who will do this vital work

tomorrow?
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Caki.ulan family Life Today
How it feels
No two families are exactly alike. They vary in so many ways structure, ages, cultural

backgrounds, numbers of children, economic status...Yet most families do more or less the

same things in life. They support themselves. They help and care for one another. They bring

up young people.
Few of them do things in exactly the same ways, but most muddle through a very similar

agenda of tasks, obligations and responsibilities.

A day in the life
Consider the typical routine of the now-typical young, dual wage-earning family.
The particular family's circumstances may vary, but the routine is probably familiar:

Up early in the morning to get the kids dressed, (hoping that no one is showing signs of a

stomach ache), breakfasts eaten, lunches made, animals fed, kids delivered to daycare or

school, and in to work on time. And heaven help them if there's a snowstorm that day.

Then a harried workday meetings, phone calls, clients, and memos, or maybe a

production line, a pushy boss, demanding customers or simply an e»dless pile of work.
Through the day, the parents hope that no major work crisis will require overtime or even a
small delay because the baby-sitter is waiting and will quit if thq're late again. Or maybe the

school-age child is at home alone and may have friends over that the parents don't feel good

about.
Then the commute home stressful enough, even without traffic jams or remembering to

buy milk pick up the little ones from daycare, prepare a reasonably nutritious meal while
juggling phone calls, the latest mechanical calamity, and the children's problems. Pray that

no one is showing signs of getting a cold because the sitter won't accept children who have

anything infectious. If things go well, the kids will watch TV quietly so the parents can get the

meal on the table as quickly as possible.
And then a leisurely evening a', home? Hardly. Instead, it's baths, homework, a quick load

of laundry because someone needs that special shirt the next day. Or maybe it's hockey
practice, ballet or music lessons, or 4-El Club for the kids or a community college course in
dataprocessing or business administration for their parents to upgrade career prospects.
And don't forget the parent-teacher meeting, or the community daycare meeting. And that

exercise class to try and get the body in shape to keep up with this ridiculous pace! And that

one evening a week to spend some time with an elderly parent. Then home in time for a

scheduled amount of "inter-spousal" relating before falling asleep in front of the tube.

The weekends provide slight relief. On Saturday morning, they're dragging the kids out to

shop for paint for the living room. That job will occupy at least Saturday (after four loads of

laundry) and part of Sunday, the rest of which might be split between church, yard work,
fixing that bicycle, and cleaning up and getting teady for friends to drop by for supper.

Finally, they flop into bed Sunday night in order to be well rested to get up early in the

morning in time to get the kids dressed, lunches made etc. etc.
It only gets tougher if there's only one parent an infirm relative not enough money to

purchase time-saving conveniences 80 cows to milk a long commute lots of overtime

or any number of other complications.
With infinite variations, families do pretty much the same things. Their members carry

out responsibilities that flow from their relationships with one another. And they pack all

these chores in within the limitations of time. It would seem that all too often today's families

must live on the left-overs of human energy and time.
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Parents say-that.they are
conPflutly Iookthg for
ways to 'make tinie' With
their children. Scrine try to .
stretch the day at both
ends, waking up earlier
(ind sending thetil.to bed
later than teachers or
pediatricians might like.
They rt,hlo shaye tithe off
one routine in.order to
make time for unother:

_skippiag a shampoo may -r

leave a few more Minutes'
for a bedtime story;
grabbing a ,drive-in
dinner frees up time fOr

-the-sorrergatne;
postponing a tfrialtit's
appointment imtkes time -7
fo visit a friend's ho4se.
They also give up thne
with each other as a

..cauple. They inay tYork
different shifts. Xhey may
try to do some of their
work at home.

Barbara Pape
Whitehead'"
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The time crunch

HOW severe is the "time crunch" that families face? It depends on which member of the
family you ask.

Statistics Canada asked a representative sample of Canadians (aged 15 and over) ten
questions about how they felt about their personal time. Roughly one-third of them felt their
lives were busier than they would have liked, with insufficient time to mcet the demands
placed on them. Women, in general, felt the pressures of the time crunch more than men.
Almost one-third more of them wanted to spend more time alone.

Table XIV - Percentage of the Respondents Agreeing
With Statements on Perceptions of Time

- -

Male
%

Female

%
_... ..

Total
%

I plan to slow down in the coming year 19 22 21

I consider myself a workaholic 26 25 25

When I need more time, I tend to cut back on my sleep 45 43 44

At the end of the day, I often feel that I have not
accomplished what I had set out to do 44 48 46

I worry that I don't spend enough time
with my family or friends 33 32 32

I feel that I'm constantly under stress trying to
accomplish more than I can handle 31 35 33

I feel trapped in a daily routine 32 37 34

I feel that I just don't have time for fun any more 25 31 28

I often feel under stress when I don't have enough time 41 48 45

I would like to spend more time alone 19 26 22

Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics "

Fully a quarter of those asked consider themselves to be workaholics a term only invented a
few years ago. If the sample fairly represents the rest of us, more than four out of ten of us
arc skipping sleep in order to get through our obligations. Close to half of us often feel we're
not getting things done that we have to do. One-third of us don't feel we're getting enough
family time. That we're constantly under stress. That we're trapped in a rut. Fully three out of
ten Canadians feel they don't have time for fun anymore. If families appear to be under
pressure, we need look no further than the stressed-out members of those families to see
why.

Some, of course, feel the time crunch more than others. Retired people, couples without

children, and singles have more time to call their own. Men, in general, kel less time pressure
than women. People with children report that they feel very pressured. Employed women
with young children feel exceptionally pressed. Full-time employment and the addition of
children to the family increase the pressure, especially for women.
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Sleep 33%

63. Average Weekly Time Use: Employed Women

Discretionary 20%

Employed women get smaH
slice of timemuse pie

look at individual time as a pie, many of us get very small slices for our own personal use, for
employed women, especially mothers, the size of the slice is very small indeed.

Most Canadians split their time between a great many obligations and commitments If we

\
Television 30 1:25

Aivity % rime/dayct \\\
Soda tiring 36 1:42

Sports/Actwe 12 0:34 \
Reading 8 0:24 \>

Voluntary 6 017
------Entertainment Events 3 0:08

Dther Postive 1 0:04 -----
Education 4 0.10 .---100%iiiinsri:

Paid work 23%

Personal ore 5%

Meals 5%

Housework 14%

Ties

Sleep 7:58/day
Porsonal Care 1:14/day
Meals 1:06/day
Housework 3:15/day
Paid Work 39:54/week
Discretionary 33:08/week

Note: Paid Work includes commuting and oilier activities related to employment

This chart pertains to women vdmse main activity is paid employment

Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics

Over the course of a seven-day week, employed women in 1992 claimed an average of 20% of

their time for their own. This figure doesn't tell the whole story, however I or one thing, it
doesn't make any distinction between the work week and the someshat more ielaxed pace of
the weekend. If employed women can claim 200/0 (about 4 3/4 hours a day) of their time for
discretionary purposes overall, the proportion must drop sharply during the weck More
significant, however, is the added piessure that employed mothers must feel Parenting takes
a lot of time. From dropping off children and picking them up at daycares and lessons, to
caring for babies and sick children, supervising homework, extra laundry, and so much more,
many parents feel that they never stop working That 4 1 /2 hours per day averaged over seven

days for all employed women is quickly whittled down to little or nothing, especially on week

days.
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64. Average Weekly Time Use: Employed Men

Sleep 32%

Discretionary 23%
04* % Iima/day

146m 341 2:02

Soaking 30 1:36

Spris/Acirs 15 050
Rio* r c1:22

Volunfory 5 0:17

Eniuldwisti Everts 2 0:01

016. MO", 2 005

Eauamioa 1 004

100% 5:24

Meals 5%

Paid Work 28%

Housework 8%

Personal Care 4%

Shop 7:40/ky
?mood Can itl/duy
Moths 1:11/kf
Naomi 2:02/64
hid Work 46:54/wook

Dimil000ry 37:48/lowik

hewed Iv the Crere let *MANI Saigi3

Not*: Poid Work includes commuting ond other activities related to ernp4ornent.
This chart permits to Pla 160S1 Mill activity is poid ompiornoot.

The picture for employed men is similar in some respects to that of employed women. In

1992 they had an average of 23% of their time (about 5 112 hours) for discretionary purposes.

They did spend more time on paid work than women (28% as opposed to 24% of their

time), but they also did less household work (9% against 14%). One half-hour difference in

discretionary time between women and men may not seem like much. But when the

difference between weekends and work days and the well-known difference between fathers'

and mothers' contributions to child-rearing and household work are taken into account, the

actual difference in time pressure for employed mothers and fathers is probably much

greater. It is no wonder that in survey after survey, employed mothers report considerably

more pressure from work and family commitments and more dissatisfaction with their lives

and family arrangements.
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65. Average Weekly Time Use: Female Homemakers

Sleep 34%

Discretionary 23%

Activity % time/cloy

Television 36 2 24

So«ahiing 29 i 56

Sports/ktire 17 1.08

Reading 8 0 33

Voluntry 7 0.28

Entertainment Events 1 0:05

Other Passive 1 0:05

Education I 0 04

100% 6 43

Personal Care 6%

Meals 6%

Paid Work 1%

liousework 25%

Sleep 8:14/day
Personal Cars 1:25/day
Meals 1:21/day
Housework 5:56/day
Paid Work 2:20/week
Discretionary 46:54/week

Note: Paid Work includes commuting and other activities related to employment

This chart pertains to women whose main activity is homemaking

Prepared by the Centre ti-it Internatoortal Statistics

Averaged over seven days, full-time homemakers could lay claim in 1992 to 28% of their time

o 3/4 hours) for discretionary uses Naturally enough, housework took a lot of their time
about the same amount of time that employed women devoted to paid ssork In

iiiher respect, their use ot time was very sumlar to that cit their employed counterparts
While foll-time homemakers do not everience the same kind ot time crunch tAat employed

people do, many experience other torms of stress Mans, fed isolated and ewerience a lack ot
recognition tor the contribution they make as homemakers `i ouniz children, infirm or
disabled family members ss ho need special care, posertv, Os geogiaphical isolation can render

homemaking a demanding task
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Who cores for the kids?
.1 he 1988 Canadian National Child Care Study estimated that ?. 7 million ihildieis needed

child tale while theh p,nents worked outside the home. Six in ten (580,.) of these hildren

wet e below age 6, while the lest were aged 6-12. Mole than hall (il all infants (up to 17

months) and neatly two-thuds of all toddleis (18-35 months) were in non-parental care .11

least pail of the %seek. And fully eight out ol ten 1-5-yeal olds were in eat e Aiming ehildren

6-12 years ()lap., lust undei half wet e non-pal ental care foi pail of the %seek.

Who cares lor the kids and how is an oveiwhelming concern for most two-earner families

with childien. lt Lan be hotel to find cal e that is affordable and that fits the particular needs

of childien and then patents Many nevet find a fit at all and have to get along with

unsatisfaetory solutions I 01 some, piat.ing their duldi en with strangeis In uncertain settings

can be a souice of constant anxiety and guilt.
Child late at i angements differ dependmg on the age of c hildi en It is meessary to

consider pi eschool-age children (age (1-5) sepalately from school-age childien. Preschool-age

duldren ale mole Kele to require Late, whet vas school-age children require care

onls attei school Patents make dif fetent arraogements to accommodate these two age

gioups

66. Primary* Child Care Arrangement for Children 0-5,
Whose Parents are Employed

Non-relative 33 0%

Relative 18.7%

Centre 17.4%

Spouse 18 3%

Other 12 7%

Core arrangement used most frequently

Cakulated by the Centre for International Statistics
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67. Primary* Child Care Arrangement for Children 6-12,
Whose Parents are Employed

Spouse 26.6%

Relative 10.5%

Non-relative 14.2%

Self/Sibling 21.2%

Other 23.5%

Centre 4.0%

(ate arrangement used most frequently

(alcufated by the (entre for International Statistics

In 1988, the most common care arrangement tot children under 6 was care by a non-relative,

either licensed or non-licensed Nearly twice as many children were in these kinds of home

care settings as were in the cal e of t ent res

The situation is quite difkrent for older children Where more than half of all y oungei

children were cared for in centres or by non-relatives, less than one-filth ot all children aged

6-12 received primary care from either of those sources. Spouses were the biggest soutce ot

care for this group, providing it to more than one quarter ot all children Another one fifth of

these children were either in the care of a sibling of were taking case ot themselves

A great many families get along with a variety of makeshift care an angements Iltis is

what the category "other" refers to in the charts. It might include childucn whose parents take

care of them while they work, children who shuttle between various caregivers over the

course of the day, or school-age children enrolled in activities such as music lesson, or ub

Scouts. Without doubt, many parents enroll their children m such activities primarily to help

resolve their child care needs With one eighth (it all pi eschookrs and one guar Ler of all

school-age children in "other forms ot care, it is evident that many parents nave to make

extraordinary arrangements to care tor their children

For inany families, in-borne, informal, and/or unlicensed Late works well Hu many

others, it doesn't. Sometimes the consequence,, can be sensational, as in some highlv

publicized cases where caregivers have abw,cd children In most cases however, poorer-

quality child care does not have such dramatic ill effects I here are still many possible sources

of worry thr parents with a child in care 'I he caregiver ma) not be trained or familiar with

children. There may be too manv children tor the caregiver to handle, or they may not get

enough individual attention. How's the food? Is there a clean place to sleep', Will the kids rust

be stuck in front of a TV (Sr will there be active play2

The best child care plans can go off the rails when children gct sick Few daycare

providers are equipped to handle sick children, so in most cases, the parents usually the

mother must make special arrangements "this usuall) Involves missing work And wonlen

are much more likely than men to absent themselves from work in order to care tor sick

children. It is common practice for parents to use up their own sick leave benefits in order to

stay home with their children

There is also a sizable gap between the child care that parents want and that which they

are able to obtain.
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Hemployers are always
terrified that employees
are going to march in and

. demand an on-site child
care centre, and in-the 12
companies in which we
condaled focus groupsi.
that was never the first
choice. The first thing
people wanted was to be
able to stay at honk when
their children were sick. I .

Tlfty say we lie alIivit it
now and do it anyway,

...bin we really want to
mal(e it legitimate.

Ellen Galinsky'';

,
Absenteeism for family
reasons was particularly
evident among parents
(eveciallythose with
children: 11 years of age
and youngeaand amcnie
employees with the dual
responsibilities..ofOild.

- care and elder care.
Judith Maclirnle-Ki4

68. Parental Child Care Preferences* and
Proportion Using Those Preferences

30%

25% 23.8%

20%

15%

10%

5%

Day Care Centre

for children under the age of six

11111 % Preferring i___I Proportion using

20.6%

Non-rela t- ive

Outside Home

18.9%

Non-relative

at Home

Child Care Preference

16.7%

Relative

15.8%

Calculated by the Centre for International Statistks

Child care preference and usage are by no means synonymous. All kinds of reasons can
prevent parents from using their preferred option for care. In 1988, one in four parents with
children under the age of six would have preferred to place their children in day care centres

while they are at their jobs.
Even that figure, however, may understate the actual number of parents who would like

that option. Parents were not asked for their ideal form of care. Instead, they were asked to

base their responses on what they could afford and on practicalities such as logistics and their
work schedules. Spousal care for children, for example, is the least preferred arrangement for
these parents. Few consider it to be ideal. Yet, while fewer than half of the children whose
parents prefer daycare centres are actually in a centre, nearly all the children whose parents

preferred spousal care were in such care. Working parents of young children learn that they
must make compromises between what they feel arc their family's best interests and what's

available in real life.
This gap between what families want and what they end up with has a big impact on

them. In dual-earner families where parents take turns caring for their young children, it can

mean a hectic schedule based on "off-shifting". One parent comes off shift and takes on

caregiving responsibilities, and the other hands them off and goes out to his or her place of
employment. Thetr schedules rarely allow for much more than a brief exchange of
information: "What am I supposed to make for supper?" "How arc the kids?" "Is there
anything I ought to know?" Over the long haul, this routine can result in chronic fatigue,

stress, and considerable tension within the family.
In families that settle for other, non-preferred forms of child care, the impact can be just

as troubling. Many live with constant anxiety, wondering whether their children are all t ight.

And the inherent instability of informal care adds an extra element of stress to their daily

lives.
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Licensed care - Not much, not cheap
It isn't surprising that so few parents find licensed daycare spaces and that even fewer have
their children in daycare centres. Canada ranks behind at least 16 other industrial
democracies in the percentage of its children aged three to five in publicly funded child care
The need for affordable, accessible, high-quality child care far outstrips the supply of licensed

care.

69. Number of Children with Mothers in the Labour Force
and Number of Licensed* Child Cure Spaces
Thousands

3,500

3,000

2,500

2,000

1,500

1,000

500

Children (aged 0 -12)

with Mothers in the Labour Force

Licensed' Child Care Spaces

1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991

Licensed refers to both centre and ham.: child care spaces

Prepared by the (entre for Intern:Inane! Statistics

In just six years ( 1985 1991 ), the number of childrcn with mothers in the labour force

jumped by almost one-quarter, from about 2,552,700 to 3,153,700 That is an increase of
602,000 children. During the same six years, the number of licensed child care spaces
available increased by only 140,700 spaces. The gap betcceen the number of mothers in the

labour force and the number of licensed child care spaces has been large foi quite a while In

recent years, it has grown.
The gap between supply and demand says a lot about the kind of hassle and

improvisation with which families must contend It is remarkable that despite this gap, so
many mothers of young children remain in the labour force Considering that "women's
work" is dominated by lower-paying jobs in the sell ice sector or in manufacturmg, most of
these women are probably not working outside the home merely for personal gratification
Most are in the labour force because they need the extra income to balance the family budget,

despite the bother and expense of child care and other difficult aspects of combining work

and family responsibilities.
And child care is expensive.
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70. Average Monthly Day Care ,:ees*
Licensed Centres
(1992)

5 per month

1,000

800

600

400

200

Ii
NF

N/A Not Available

Estimate

1111 Infant 11 Preschool

Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics

1
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N/A

NT

The average cost of a centre space for a preschool-age child is fairly consistent throughout the

country ranging from approximately $330 to $450 per month. However the cost for infant

care fluctuates greatly, from a low of approximately $380 to a high of $800. And the averages

don't take into account the major variations within provinces, nor do they factor in the

varying subsidies paid by provinces and municipalities. In the case of Ontario, for example,

fees for a 3-5-year old can range from over $9,000 per year in Ottawa to as low as $5,500 in

Western Ontario.
Even based on the lower averages for child care fees, it costs a lot to purchase

supplementary child care. Consider, for example, a mother who earns $12 per hour o- about

$24,000 per year, which is 'nigh for much of the service sector in a low-wage area. If she haF.

two young children in daycare, she pays $800 or more per month, or almost $10,000 per

year. This amounts to half of her take-home pay or more. Once she par; for working

expenses such as travel, clothing, and the conveniences she must purchase to fulfill her family

obligations, she may be only a few thousand dollars per year better off for all the bother and

stress of putting her children in daycare. But that few thousand dollars may make the

difference between paying the monthly bills and family financial disaster.

['or more than a decade, Canadians have debated child care as a public policy issue. For

most Canadian families with young children, however, who cares for their children while

they' are on the job and how that care is provided is far more than a debating topic. it is a

central reality that dominates their lives, their work and their consciousness.

One of the main sources of informal child care that often goes unnoticed is that provided

Ly grandparents. Over 17% of Canada's seniors provide some kind of supplemental diild

care to their families. Is this an age-old solution to a current problem? Or, is it an unfair

burden given the circumstances and needs of today's seniors?



A place for grandparents
In 1991, about 120k of Canada's total population were seniors aged 65 and over twice as

high a proportion as in 1961. Canada's senior population now stands at close to 3.2 million
With the aging of the baby boom, it is projected that by the year 2036, that number will

climb to 8.7 million.

71. Living Arrangements of Seniors, 1991
Papiation Age 65+

3,710,004)
WO%

In Private Households
2,899,000

91%

I With Relatives With Non-mlatives living Aim

2,008,000 73,000 818,000
63% J 2% 26%

rWith Heshoad/Wife and/or Children
1,776,000 56%

L With other Relatives
232,000 = 7%

Eklerly Men
190,000 = 6%

Elderly Women
628,000 = 20%

Colledive Households
271,000

9%

Notes: 'In oriole households' refers to a person who acmes a prorate chrelleg
'Cokert households' refers to a person oho couples a coliectrie dwellsog suds as a borne for tbe aged, nursing borne, or bowl&

Prepared by the (wise fat linerno1iceol Ssatislie

Most of Canada's seniors live indepandently in one way or another Nearly two out of three
seniors (63%) live in private households with other relatives, most often with their spouse or
their children. One out of every four seniors (26%) lives alone The remaining 9% live in
collective households such as homes for the aged and nursing homes Canada has one of the

world's highest rates of institutional living for seniors
Many Canadians fear that the rapid aging of Canada's population will mean an

unbearable strain on the nation's economy and on our social safety net This fear may be
worse than the reality. People are not only living longer, they are healthier too There is a

continuing trend toward independent living. Over the past twenty years, the proportion of
seniors maintaining their own householdc has increased, from 74.9% in 1971 to 83.5% in

1991. During the same period the proportion of seniors living in households maintained by
someone else has dropped from one in four to just one in six
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The big exception to this trend is in Newfoundland, where the proportion of older seniors
living in other people's homes is 20% This probably indicates the tighter family and
community bonds of that isolated and traditionally-minded province, as well as its less

affluent economy
Living arrangements of seniors vary greatly by gender Because women over the age of 75

tend to live longer than men the same age, most older seniors 62% are women, and two

out of three of them (650/a) are widowed The exact same proportion (65%) of older senior

men are man ied. Six out of ten older senior men (58%) live in their own homes with their

spouses, a far higher percentage than for women (20%) While only 17% of older senior men

hve alone, four in ten (39%) older senior women do
For these and other reasons, many of the oldest Canadian women are poor. Indeed, 70%

of older senior women live alone on household incomes of less than $20,000, compared with
lust 50% of men in this age range On the other hand, the growing number of older senior
women who have a place of their own is also due to government income security programs
that have been developed for seniors over the past decade or so. Thanks to theses programs,

they can afford a place of their own.

"Sandwich generation" boxed hi
No matter where senior family members may reside, they often must depend on younger
family members for at least some support This reality weighs heavily on many families.
Parents who must care for both their young children and for one or more of their own
parents have become known as the sandwich generation. These parents often feel stretched
beyond the limit, caught between responsibilities to their loved ones.

Once again, the burden falls mainly to the women in these families. Women spend about
twice as much time caring for elderly relatives as men do As the intensity of that care and the

seniors' needs increase, so do work conflicts for the caregivers. In one study, women giving
care to older family members missed an aN erage of 35 hours of work per year nearly a full

week on that account One in five of them had thought about quitting work entirely due to

their caregiving responsibilities In another study, one in three caregivers had either quit or

adjusted their jobs to fit with their responsibilities for older family members.
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Most people with disabilities live
with their families
Many Canadians one in seven have disabilities And the vast majority of them live with

their families.
Studies indicate that approximately 5% of all children are disabled in some way and the

proportion with disabilities increases with age For more than one third of these children,
their disabilities are severe enough to limit their participation in school, play and other
normal activities. Parents who are raising and caring for children with disabilities experience

increased stress and also a greater financial burden
Of those Canadians aged 15 and over, approximately 14% have some form of disability

Most live with their families as husbands, wives, single parents, and so on However, three in

ten do not.

72. Distribution of Adults With Disabilities*
by Family Status

Husband 32%

Not in family 29%

Child 7%

Not stated 1%

Female single parent 5%

Male single parent 1%

Wife 25%

Includes all persons with disabilities aged 15 and over not residing in inshtutions in 1986

Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics

Some people believe that o great many disabled adults live with their parents It isn't true Of
the adults with disabilities who live with their families, only one out ot every fifteen (6 5%)

are dependent children aged 15 and over In fact, husbands represent about one third of all

adults with disabilit'..s who live in families
iving with a disability can be hard, and the effects on families can be profound The

disabilities themselves and the lack of opportunities for disabled people tend to limit their

prospects. The result is high rates of poverty and unemployment for people with disabilities
and their families. In 1986, for example, over one third of the disabled population had only a
primary school education 1 his compares with one sixth in the general population
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In 1986, one quarter (25.4%) of the disabled population lived in poverty. Only 15.5% of

the general population was poor. As with other groups in our suciety, young people and

women with disabilities are particularly vulnerable. They have higher poverty rates th4n other

persons with disabilities. And being poor carries a double burden for most people with

disabilities because of the extra costs they face. Paying for medication, mobility aids and

other special needs strains the budgets of most disabled people and their families.
Calculations of poverty rates do not take into account any such additional costs.

If ordinary families find it a gri.id just to keep going, imagine the stress for familie
disabled persons. In addition to the extra costs, most must make special arrangements to

assist or take care of their disabled family members. Like employed parents of young
children or the adult children of frail elderly people, families of disabled people often carry a
difficult burden. It's always with them, and it affects every aspect of their lives.
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With a little help from our friends...
und family
For people with disabilities, for seniors, and, indeed, for nearly everyone, how well we get
along depends on the support we obtain from those around us. Whether from family,
friends, or the state, most of us draw on the help of others. As one analyst with Statistics
Canada has written about the lifestyles of older seniors, "Most older seniors...had people in
their lives they could rely on for support and perceived their lives as happy. Many older
seniors also provided hclp to others."'" In this respect, they are like most Canadians. While
receiving help from others, they also return the favour and help others out.

73. Percent of Seniors Who Provide Unpaid Help*
to Family Outside Their Household,
by Type of Help Provided
50%

Total

40%

30%

20%

10%
9%

r-1 Males 11111 Females

17%

14%

36%

5% 5%El
2%

11111=112

Housework Home Transportation ChilRare Personal Financial One or More

Maintenance Care Support of Above

Over a one year period; includes formal volunteer work

P.epored by the (entre for International Siatistks

Many of those who worry whether society can care for an increasingly older population often
overlook the contributions that seniors themselves make to others. In 1990, one out of every
two seniors (over 65 ) provided assistance to persons living outside of their household.
Unpaid transportation, financial support and child care were the most common forms of

help provided.
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74. Percent of Seniors Who Provide Unpaid Help*
to People Outside Their Household,
by Type of Help Provided
70%

1111 Total Li Males EN Females

60%
55%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10% n

I
Housework

12

Home

Maintenance

Over a one year perod, includes formal volunteer work

28%

Transportation Child (are

4%KAI
Personal

(are

Financial One or More

Support of Above

Prepared by the (entre for International Statistics

Families helping families
Me helpful efforts of seniors come as part of a lifelong pattern Canadians of all ages provide
unpaid social and economic support not only to those living within their households, but to
family, friends and neighbours, and voluntary organizations The types of support provided
are many, ranging from help with cooking and cleaning, to home maintenance,
tiansportation, child care and financial support

75. Percent of Canadians Who Provide Unpaid Help*
to People Outside Their Household,
by Type of Help Provided

100%
1E1 Total

80%

60%

40%

20%

32%

18%

11
Housework Home

Maintenance

Over a oae yeor period, includes fame' volunteer work

50%

Transportation

32%

Males Ea1 Females

25%

L MAI
7% ti

Child t are Personal Finandal

(are Support

75%,

One or More

of Above

Prepored by the (entre for International Stattsks
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In 1990, Statistics Canada found that thiee out of four Canadians aged 15 and over provided
unpaid services to someone living outside of their own household Among the type% of help
provided, transportation was the most common t 50%), followed by child care and home
maintenance (32% each). Ot the latter two, women are more likely to provide help with
child care and men more likely to provide help with home maintenance

Canadians had a similar record of helping family members living outside their

households.

76. Percent of Canadians Who Provide Unpaid Help*
to Family Outside Their Household,
by Type of Help Provided
60%

Nil Total E-1 Males EN Females

50% 49%

40%

30%

20%

15%

20% 20%

13%

4% vffle

10%
10%

EDI
Home Transportation Child (are Personal Anarkial One or More

Maintenance (are Support of Above

' Over a one year period; indudes formal volunteer work

Housework

Prepared by the (entre for International Statistics
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Families in motion
The work of amilies goes on, regardless of where their members may live. It is often difficult,

however, for families to care for their own because their members increasingly live at a

distance from one another.
In 1989, for example, nearly one in five adults (18%) changed residences. Most of them,

however, remained in the same region. Only 26% of all movers in 1989 moved more than 50

kilometers. More than half of all movers (54%) moved within 10 kilometers of their

previous residence.

77. Mobility Status of Canadians
Van! of Lost Mnve (as of Jan. 1990}

Before 1980 29%

1985 - 88 32%

1989 18%

Distance Moved

Under 10 km 54%

10 - 50 km 20%

51 -999 km 14%

1,000 km or more 12%

Never moved 5%

Not stated 2%

1980 84 14%

Prepared by the Centre foi International Statistics

Why are Canadians on the move? Among those who moved the farthest (1,000 km or more),

44% cited their work or another family member's work as the reason. For those staying

closer to home (moving 50 km or less), the primary reasons were needing a largerhome

(22%), followed by purchasing a home (16%). Overall, wanting a larger home motivated

17% of all moves, and employment-related reasons accounted for 16% ofall moves.

While men and women were equally likely to move in 1989, women were much more

likely to move because of a family member's employment than were men (7% and 1%
respectively). Men were more likely to move for reasons related to their own employment

than were women (16% and 9%) . This is further evidence that although most women are

now in the work force, the careers of their husbands continue to dominate family deciFion-

making and economic life.
As people age, they tend to move less often. Canadians aged 15-34 were the most mobile

(28% of them moved in 1989, compared to the national average of 18%), followed by those

aged 35-44 (16%), 45-54 (8%1, and 55 and over (6%).
Not surprisingly, renters moved more than homeowners (33% compared to 12% in

1989). University-educated persons were three times more likely to move than those with a

Grade 9 education. This probably reflects their wider options and greater financial security.

Most Canadians get plenty of experience moving. Only one in three (35%) Canadian

adults had lived in their residence for 10 years or more, and just one in twenty had never

moved.
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Canada has become a highly mobile society. Not only does this make it hard for families

to remain in contact and support one another, it affects communities as a whole. As people

increasingly move from an area in search of jobs and opportunities, they leave the important

relationships that have been part of their lives. It takes time to re-establish these links in a

new location. Most recognize how hard it is for children to establish themselves in a new

school, but it can be just as hard for adults to get settled in a new neighbourhood. Little

things can add up, like who feeds the cat when you go away, how to get to work if the car

breaks down, or finding the best places to shop . Without the support of trusted friends,

family, and neighbours, it is harder for most people to get along.
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That long-distance feeling
Despite their mobility, about half of all Canadians live within 50 km of their parents. Adult

children seem to live closer to their motheis than to their fad-leis liowever, this differential

is explained piimarily by the fact that mothers tend to live longer than fathers. Also, with the

higher rates of separation and divorce recorded in recent years, children who no longer live at

home have maintained more regular and frequent contact with their mothers than their

fathers Over one third of children (35%) live within walking distance (10 km) of their
motheis whereas only one quarter live within 10 km ol their fathers At the other extreme,

the situation is reversed. Only one quarter of all Canadians (24%) live over 400 km from

their mothers, yet one third (32%) live over 400 km from their fathers.

78. Distance Children* and Mothers Live Apart

1 10 km 36%

11 50 km 19%

> 1,000 km 17%

51 - 100 khi 7%

101 200 km 7%

201 - 400 km 7%

401 - 1,000 km 7%

Distance Children* and Fathers Live Apart

1 10 km 75%

11 50 km 20%

51 100 km 11%

101 200 km 6%

201 - 400 km 6%

401 - 1,000 km 10%

> 1,000 km 22%

Children refers to those 15 years and o ter, nal residing m the parental home

Cokulated by the Centre for Internahanal Statistics
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The patterns of contact between children and their mothers and fathers follows a similar

pattern to that of the distances they live apart. No matter how far they hve from their

parents, chiidren visit their fathers less frequently than their mothers

79. How Often Mothers and Children* Visit
by the Distance Between Them

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

I
1

: '[.:,_

1r ILi__ _

.1i _. ., L. ...

1 r
1 i Li LT i

1 ,
I

i 1 l I
i

1 10 11 - 50 51 100 101 200 201 400 401 1,000 > 1,000

Kilometres

IIII At least once/week At least once/month

L A Less than once/month la Not at all

' Children refers to those 15 years and older, not residing in the parental home

(ablated by the Centre for International Statistks

80. How Often Fathers and Children* Visit
by the Distance Between Them

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

51 100 101 200

Kilometres

r

mar- amirn[ I

201 400 401 1,000 > 1,000

_

At least once/week ' At least once/month

Less than once/month ill Not at all

Children refers to those 15 years and Mder, not residing in the parental home

Cakulated by the (entre for International Statistics
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When children who are on their own live further than 10 kilometres away, the frequency of
weekly visits decreases substantially. It becomes more likely that they will see each other

monthly, rather than weekly. As the distance increases to between 100 and 200 kilometres,
the frequency of monthly visits begins to decline. Visiting less than once a month becomes
more common. When the distance between children and parents increases to over 1.000
kilometres, it becomes quite common for children not to visit with their parents at all.

The difference between the amount of contact children who no longer live at home have
with their mothers and fathers shows up even more strongly in how often they contact their
parents by phone or letter. Children write or phone their mothers at a much greater rate than
they do their fathers, regardless of the distance between the child and the respective parent.
One out of five such children who live over 1,000 kilometres from their mother communicate
with her at kast weekly. That's more than twice as often as those who live more than 1,000
km from their fathers contact them. On the other hand, fewer than IC% of these children
never phone or write to their mothers. Yet nearly 20% of children never write or phone their

fathers, regardless of the distance between them.
And how often do grandchildren visit with their grandparents? While it is known that the

frequency of contact gradually decreases as the grandchildren grow older, even when they
reach their late teens, a large proportion (almost 40%) see their grandparents at least once a
month. However, one-fifth of grandchildren never visit their grandparents and over one-

quarter never phone or write.
Contact between these generations provides the grandchildren with the opportunity to

gain a sense of their family's history, background or culture. When that contact is lost, many
miss the love and security that grandparents can provide, and the grandparents miss out on
the hope, fun and togetherness of watching their grandchildren grow. As for the parents in
the middle, they lose out on a valuable source of parenting experience and advice, when their
parents and their children lose touch with one another.

Canadians have found various ways to deal with the "grandparent gap". Some
communities encourage intergenerational programs in order to give children without nearby
grandparents and elderly people with no young relatives a chance to benefit from one
another's company. A growing problem is the number of grandparents who become cut off
from grandchildren after a divorce. Some have even organized in order to help them gain
access to their grandchildren. This is anothe i. illustration of how the ties of family remain,

regardless of where family members live, or with whom.
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81. How Often Grandparents and Grandchildren*
Visit with One Another

Less than once/month 41%

At least once/month 22%

At least once/week 17%

Not at all 20%

How Often Grandparents and Grandchildren*
Phone and Write to One Another

Less than onca/month 33%

At least once/month 22%

At least once/week 16%

Not at all 29%

Grandchildren refers onty to those 15 years and over

(ablated by the Centre for international Stanstms
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. ,./z/ 82. How Often Siblings Visit with One Another

Less than once/month 32%

At least once/week 34%

Not at all 10%

At least once/month 24%

How Often Siblings Phone and Write to One Another

At least once/month 30%

Less than once/month 24%

Not at all 6%

At least once/week 40%

Cakulated by the (erliTs to( Intemationol Statistics

Siblings manage to maintain somewhat more contact with one another than with their

parents.
Over one third of siblings who live apart visit with one another at least once a week. An

even larger portion write or phone their siblings wcekly. Only one in ten never visit with

their siblings and even a smaller portion never write or phone.
For many people, the word family conjures up a rather limited image: two parents and

their children. The reality of families has much more ariety and texture. Our contiecticms
with one another do not dissolve simply because children grow up and move away. Which
roof we sleep under does not determine who we help or from whom we receive support.



Troubled homes:
the down side of family
At best, family can be a source of strength and support, joy and love Sadly, it is not for a
great many Canadians. The life of a family takes place somewhere between the public world

of work, school and society and the private world of the individual World events, social
trends, cultural beliefs, economic pressure, the conflicts between old ways and modern times

all the things that affect individuals are played out on the family stage
Many people feel that their families are not as harmonious or as pleasant as they would

like. Members of ,he various generations may find themselves in conflict over fundamental I '

issues such as child-rearing, work, or money matters. Siblings and other family members can
carry resentments and grudges that go on for decades. In families, people can develop hurt
feelings, guilt or low self-esteem. These emotions can haunt them through their adult lives
Such things happen in many, if not most families. Overall, most of us feel that we must take

the bad along with the good, and we attempt to work things out, smooth things ON ei, or

simply ignore minor family aggravations in order to get on with the more positive aspects of

family life.

Some family problems, however, cannot be swept under the rug Wife assault, child or
elder abuse, or living with someone who abuses alcohol or drugs can make family life awtul

For too long, society has attempted to ignore these serious issues Today, most Canadians
finally realize that these problems are far more commor and serious than had been
previously believed. If we truly care about families, we must act to prevent and end all forms

of abuse.

Families and abuse
Abuse of many kinds takes place in a great many Canadian families This reality has received
increasing attention in recent years, mainly because women started speaking out against the

assault of women. Now that the extent of such assault has been brought out in the open,
other forms of violence and abuse within families have been acknowledged and exposed

Abuse within families goes beyond the injury inflicted by one family member most

often a man on another, usually a woman, child or elder It is about the abuse of power, a

more powerful person taking advantage of a less powerful person. In most Lases, the

perpetrator uses assault or the threat of it to keep the victim tn a state of intimidation and
fear. In this way, he controls both the victim and, often enough, everyone else in the family as

well.

It is hard to gauge the extent of violence and abuse within Canada's families What is
known is that many Canadian women, children and old people are not safe within their own

Victims of abuse are constantly intimidated. Many, perhaps most, fear for their lives, the

lives of their children or both. Daily news reports of domestic murders confirm the validity of
their fears. In many cases, victims come to accept the blame their abusers heap upon them In
abusive families, it is not uncommon for victims to blame themselves for the abuse, nor is it

uncommon for victims to maintain a sense of loyalty and commitment to family members

who abuse them. I3lame, shame and loyalty combine with raw intimidation, making it 'lard

for viLlims to take the steps necessary to end the abuse.

1 53

t

* I / I
I



. The Vanier.lntu.te
of the Fahiily <

Proportion,ofkmidk
mnrder yitthus h.; I 9$11
1nprdered bytairieht or
fanner husbands

.fineluding
3140

-Centre for-International.

kumber of women,
.

enurdered,in Canada. ui
'1992 by family memben'

, ,dracqUaidiances: 190
Cenrre for International

Statistics'"

. .
.

Proportion'of eisSaults on
mothers witnessed by their
children; 08% -- .

Barry.feighto'n'-'

Proportimi.of children of,
'abused women who have

. witnessed assaults.on their
Ill 0 herSs 116no

DebUraltSinclair'-`

Proportion of abusive
Nis-bands found by
Cfalittitt'd Oivictiounk-
Services da hiriT graWn iip
itt 001e/4, .abuNye
families: 7...5(!b.

Ba rho ra. A Pp efq '

;

Wife assauh
Accurate figures on wife assault are hard to obtain because so many cases of wife assault are

not reported to the police. Statistics Canada reports, however, that fully one half of all

Canadian women have experienced at least one incident of violence since the age of 16. The

same survey indicated that one-quarter of all women have experienced violence at the hands

of a current or past marital partner. One in six currently-married women reported violence
by their spouses. One-half of women with previous marriages reported violence by a previous

spouse.'"
Until recently, wife assault and male violence against women in general were openly or

tacitly accepted throughout most of our society. It was assumed that wives and women

played a subservient role to husbands and men.
Old ways die hard. Despite changed social values and increased awareneSs, women and

girls are too often still valued on the basis of their ability to attract and keep a man. Teenage

boys still pressure, coerce or force th dates to have sex. Large numbers of married men still

use all kinds of ev:uses to justify beating or killing their wives.

Wife assault affects the whole family. Children witness it and they live with the

consequences. Growing up in a violent home can hurt children in many ways, including:

low self-esteem, lack of self-confidence, insecurity, fear, anxiety
guilt and a sense of responsibility for their mother's suffering and their father's anger

shame, ;o-ial isolation, inability to express feelings
nightmares, sleep disturbances, bed-wetting, poor impulse control
imitative bzhaviour including aggression towards the mother and other women

delinquency
increased responsibility within the family (for mother or younger siblings), sometimes

resulting in severe distre.,s

difficulties at school.
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Elder abuse
Seniors are often at risk of violence and abuse Ilecause they are more vulnerable, and in many
cases dependent on others..I he perception and fear of iolence among the elderly, however,
may be higher than the actual level of violence they experience

The elderly were victims of 3% of all idlent crimes reported in 1991, while making up
16% ot the population. Thus, the elderly were, in fact, less likely to be victims of violent

crimes than were the non-elderly.
In 1989 a national study surveyed 2,000 seniors (over 65) who lived in private dwellings

about elder abuse. Approximately 4% reported some type of abuse Financial abuse was the
most common form and was more likely to be committed by distant ielatives or non-
relatives than by close family members. Verbal abuse was widespreadmd physical abuse was
experienced by a smaller, but not insignificant number of seniors, most of whom were
abused by their spouses.

As Rachel Schlesinger reminded us, "We must be aware of the crime of elderly abuse, and
we must begin to initiate programs and attitudes to prevent it We support rape-crisis
centres, we fight to help the battered wife, and we speak out against child abuse in all forms
We fight for quality of life. Why are we silent when our mothers and grandmothers struggle
alone and in silence in their battle for survival, for growing old in an atmosphere of dignity
and understanding? We must provide the strength for those who no longer have much
strength. We must hear the silent cries, and our voices must help them speak We too will
grow old, and we too want to live in a world of mutual respect, love, and care, not increased
elderly abuse, not a world of 'granny-bashing."'

Child abuse
Child abuse is the mistreatment or neglect of a child by a parent, gu irdian or caregiver,
resulting in injury or significant emotional or psychological harm It can take the form of
physical abuse, sexual abuse, emotional abuse or neglect

Child abuse, like other kinds of abuse within families, is vastly undei -reported Neglect is

more prevalent than physical abuse.
The effects of child abuse are profound. It can lead to delinquency, criminality, mental

illness, developmental delays and increased risk-taking, among other personal and social
problems. Victims are at risk of suffering from learning disabilities, brain damage,
malnutrition and language delays. Researchers and front-line professionals ieport that a
huge proportion of prison inmates, and mental hospital patients experienced abuse as
children.

Child abuse happens in all kinds of families, regardles, of their econemic status, their
heritage, or their structure. There are more reports of child abuse, however, among lower-
income families. in part this may be due to greater willingness on the part of teachers, other
professionals and neighbours to report such famiiis, greater willingness on the part of child
welfare agencies to intervene, and greater willingness on the part of the Justice system to

prosecute. It may also be partly due to the higher levels of stress, frustration, isolation and
despair experienced by poor or vulnerah!e
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Child sexual abuse
Child sexual abuse can have devastating long-term consequences Many teenage run-aways

leave home on account of it Adult women survivors of childhood sexual abuse are more

likely than others to experience depression, self-destructive behaviour, poor self-esteem,

substance abuse, anxiety, and feelings of isolation and stigma

Nine times out of ten, children who are sexually abused know their abuser...as father,

stepfather or uncle or brother or neighbour Parents, in street-proofing young children, often

locus exclusively on the dangers posed by strangers While strangers can and do abuse

children, it is far more common for child! en to be sexually abused by people they know and

trust
Reports of child sexual abuse are on the increase The federal government reports that in

fise study sites (Calgary, Edmonton, Regina, Saskatoon and Hamilton) between 1988 and

1992, there was an Increase in the number ot cases of child sexual abuse reported to police,

more charges were laid, more cases involving very young victims were prosecuted, and more

younger victims testified in court During this per,od, 70-80% of the victims were female,

most victims were under the age of 12, and 15-22% were under the age of five. The vast

ma foray over 94% of accused abusers were male Most of them were adults but

approximately one-quarter of them were under the age of 18

It is clear that abuse and assault occur in many families and that women and children are

the main victims It is also clear that few hard facts exist to document the dimensions and

extent of the problem What is known is that its causes and consequences are complex and

that the ettccts are often tragic, profound and far-reaching It affects their future relationships

and families Individuals and society pay enormous costs when people's lives arc altered or

misshapen by abuse Violence and abuse within families is not merely a personal or family

problem It is a serious social problem that affects all of us

156



And in the end...
Supporting family life hi Canada

It would be wrong to overlook oi underestimate the significance of problems that occur
within families. The family is a stage on which we play out all kinds of dramas, our greatest
sorrows and trials as well as our greatest Joys and successes We dare not gloss over the real

problems that family members bring home and, in some cases, continue within the privacy of
the home. Yet despite the many problems, family today remains incredibly popular The vast
maiority of us feel we cannot live without it And the enclui nig strength of families is that

together, they cope, adapt, and, in most cases, survive
Canada's families today maintam the age-old tradition of caring and sharing At the same

time, they face many challenges. Ihey're more i ushed and have less time They're more

spread out and see each other less often They have more obligations and opportunities vying

for their time and attention.
Employers, governments, schools, community organizations, sers ice providers and family

members themselves can all help to support Canada's families as they cope with their

commitments and stresses. How best Lan we establish the kinds ot support for families that

are most effective and sustainable in the long term? Finding a balance between support md

intruding on privacy and independence is tricky It is equally challenging to get all the parts

of the community pulling together in a coordinated wa).

There are a variety of approaches to ,upporting families One is to increase resources
available to all families to help them carry out their family responsibilities This is a broad
category. Examples at the commumts level include anvthmg from a recreation program to a
Neighbourhood Watch to a food-buying co-op At another level, governments provide
resources through such measures as income security programs, tax exemptions, and subsidies
for recreation or child care.

The voluntary sector has always played a strong part in providing resources to families
In an age of "donor fatigue," however, it is impoitant to be mindful of the limits of what can

be done by volunteers. Public institutions such schools and hospitals has e also pros ided a

great deal of family support. Will they be able to continue this iole in an age of cutbacks?
Increasingly, employers are beginning to recognize the important contribution they can make

in assisting their employees to balance the often-conflicting demands of work and family

Moreover, as the Conference Board of Canada has concluded

"Organizations that respond to the changing needs of the labour force will no doubt he in

a better position to attract, retain and motivate the employees necessars for then success
...Those organizations that implement various familv-responsise supports, particularly
in the areas of child care (especially in emergency situations), personal and faruly-
responsibility leave and flexibility in working hours, may be rewarded through an increase
in employee morale; reduction% in employee stress, absenteeism and turnover, and fewer

promotion and transfer refusals

It is also vitally important to assist vulnerable families or vulnerable family members

This kind of high-profile help includes everything from ser ice dubs helping people with

disabilities to special income support program% from goveinments. Fxamples include
transportation or housing subsidies, clothing and food banks, support groups tor disease
victimsind targeted "head-start" programs for young children from poor neighbourhoods
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It can be sticks, though, to determine iust who "desers es "help and how that determination

will be made. Again, a balance must be struck between treatment and prevention. Finding
effective interventions is not straightforward. Establishing programs that work in an age of

business and government austerity requires imagination and political will.
There is a growing preference for support that can improve the capacity of families and

family r embers to fulfill their responsibilities. Education, self-help and health promotion
are good examples. If new parents can learn parenting techniques, for example, with the help

of parent resource centres, a night school class or an employee assistance program, it may
prevent child development problems later in life. Such problems can disrupt families and
result in long-term costs for communities and government,. Empowering families to prevent

problems can be a cost-effective- and popular form Gf sipport.

Another way to support families is to provide them wito supplemental services and
supports. If a company or a community group can assist families in obtaining child care or
elder care, for instance, families may experience lower stres, which will enable them to get

on with their other important work, both at home and on the job. As Canadians contemplate

the costs of such programs, we must also consider what the negative impact of not providing
such services would be. For example, employees who cannol find adequate child care may be

.ed to take unauthorized leave or quit prematurely, at great cost to their employers.
One successful approach to family support is to assist families through transitional

stages. Getting married, having a new baby, moving to a new town, or having teenagers in

the house can be stressful. Programs such as marriage preparation, parenting classes,
Welcome Wagon or Parents Without Partners can help family members through difficult or

new stages in the family life cycle.
An indirect, yet effective, means to help families is to strengthen the supports to family

functioning provided by neighbourhoods and communities. If communities, governments,
and employers can establish and support recreation facilities and programs, family resource
centres, and community development initiatives, these can be of tremendous benefit to all

kinds of families.
As they have always done, families change and adapt as their world changes. The world

will never go back to the "simpler" times that may have existed yesterday. Today, our families
face new challenges. We depend on families for so much. It is not sufficient to simply ask the
question "What's wrong with families?" Instead, we must ask: "How best can all of us enrich

and support the lives of families so thq can keep on doing the important things they have

always done?"
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